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Summary  

Effective July 1, 2007, Caltrans has been delegated environmental review and 
consultation responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act pursuant to 
23 U.S. Code 327. 

Overview of Project Area 
The San Benito Route 156 Improvement Project proposes improvements to State 
Route 156 between the cities of San Juan Bautista and Hollister in San Benito 
County. The 5.2-mile project begins within the eastern city limits of San Juan 
Bautista at The Alameda and ends west of Hollister, approximately 0.2 miles east of 
Fourth Street (Business Route 156) in San Benito County. 

State Route 156 crosses the northern portion of San Benito County. It begins at U.S. 
101 west of San Juan Bautista and passes through the cities of San Juan Bautista and 
Hollister, then continues to the San Benito/Santa Clara County line and connects with 
State Route 152 (See Figure 1-1).  

State Route 156 is the only route that links the two incorporated cities in San Benito 
County: Hollister and San Juan Bautista. In Hollister, the State Route 156 Bypass 
skirts north of the city limits, while Business Route 156 passes through downtown 
Hollister. State Route 156 is currently a two-lane conventional highway between The 
Alameda (one of four surface roads in San Juan Bautista that connects to State Route 
156) and its connection to the Hollister Bypass east of Union Road. West of the 
proposed project, State Route 156 is a four-lane expressway until it merges with U.S. 
101. East of the proposed project, State Route 156 is a two-lane expressway that 
intersects with State Route 25 and ends at State Route 152 in Santa Clara County.  

Purpose and Need 
The purpose of the project is to improve route continuity, reduce congestion, and 
increase safety.  

The project is needed because the two-lane conventional highway between the 
existing expressways creates a conflict between slow-moving trucks and farm 
equipment and fast-moving private vehicles, which results in congestion and a lower 
Level of Service. In addition to reducing congestion, a controlled access expressway 
or conventional highway with greater capacity would decrease the potential for traffic 
accidents and provide drivers a larger recovery zone.  
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Proposed Action 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes to widen State 
Route 156 in San Benito County from two lanes to four lanes from The Alameda in 
San Juan Bautista to the Hollister Bypass, approximately 0.2 mile east of Fourth 
Street (Business Route 156) in San Benito County (See Figure 1-2). 

Four alternatives were under consideration, including the No-Build Alternative. Due 
to public comments received during the two public hearings held on September 25 
and 26, 2007, Alternative 6 was modified to shift the four-lane expressway to the 
south near Bixby Road to create room for waiting vehicles between the north frontage 
road and expressway, and to avoid the former San Justo School. The modification 
eliminated the northern shift of the frontage road at Bixby Road and the construction 
of a new intersection (see Figure 1-6). After circulation of the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement/Environmental Assessment, Caltrans reviewed comments received 
from the public and agencies. Alternative 6 was selected as the preferred alternative 
based on engineering and environmental analysis, and community and agency input. 
While all the build alternatives would meet the purpose and need of the project, 
Alternative 6 would require less relocation of utilities and disruption of traffic, and 
would provide a safer route for any pedestrians, bicyclists, and school bus routes by 
providing a northern frontage road. This alternative, which proposes to use the 
existing State Route 156 as the northern frontage road, would eliminate the conflict 
between slower- and faster-moving traffic while maintaining the existing northern 
access (driveways) for property owners. 

Maps showing Alternatives 2, 4A, and 6 are at the end of Chapter 1. All the Build 
Alternatives proposed would: 

• Widen the bridge at San Juan Creek 
• Raise sections of the highway up to five feet to prevent highway flooding 
• Construct side drainage/detention channels and cross-culverts to maintain the 

existing drainage pattern 
• Modify the existing compound curve (a curve with varying radii) near Union 

Road/Mitchell Road to a constant radius curve 
• Shift the new alignment to the south between Bixby and Flint Roads to avoid the 

former San Justo School, determined eligible as a historic structure.  

In addition, an Advisory Design Exception was approved for all the Build 
Alternatives. The design exceptions include the following: 
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• Decreasing the median width for all Build Alternatives from 62 to 30 feet from 
The Alameda to Breen Road/Mission Vineyard Road (PM 3.0/3.8), within the San 
Juan Bautista city limits 

• Decreasing the median width for Alternatives 2 and 6 from 62 to 46 feet from 
Mission Vineyard Road (PM 3.8) to 0.2 miles east of Fourth Street/Business 
Route 156 (PM R8.2) 

• Decreasing the median width for Alternative 4A for the expressway segment 
portion from 62 to 46 feet from Union Road/Mitchell Road (PM 7.1) to 0.2 miles 
east of Fourth Street/Business Route 156 (PM R8.2) 

The design exceptions would decrease the amount of right-of-way needed for the 
project, reduce environmental impacts, and be consistent with the adjacent segments 
of State Route 156.  

Alternative 2 would construct a four-lane divided expressway south of the existing 
State Route 156 with two-lane frontage roads north and south of the expressway. The 
existing State Route 156 would be used in place as the northern frontage road and 
would connect to Cagney Road on the west and to Mitchell Road on the east. The 
frontage road on the south would connect to Mission Vineyard Road on the west and 
to San Juan Hollister Road on the east creating a new four-way intersection with 
Union Road. An intersection without traffic signals would be constructed at State 
Route 156 with Cagney Road and Mission Vineyard Road. Total construction costs 
(2007 estimate) and right-of-way costs (2009 estimate) for Alternative 2 are 
$54,673,000. Total right-of-way acquisition would be 206 acres. 

Alternative 4A would construct a four-lane conventional highway/expressway south 
of the existing State Route 156. No frontage roads would be constructed, but the 
existing State Route 156 would be used where needed to maintain access. Left-turn 
lanes would be constructed at Cagney Road/Mission Vineyard Road, Lucy Brown 
Lane, Bixby Road, Flint Road, and the Union Road and Mitchell Road intersection. 
Total construction costs (2007 estimate) and right-of-way costs (2009 estimate) for 
Alternative 4A are $41,513,000. Total right-of-way acquisition would be 128 acres.  

Alternative 6 would construct a four-lane expressway south of the existing State 
Route 156 and use the existing State Route 156 as the northern frontage road. It 
would have two lanes for eastbound and westbound traffic and would connect Cagney 
Road on the west to Mitchell Road on the east. The existing access to the properties 
south of the highway would be consolidated via a private access easement to the State 
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Route 156/Bixby Road intersection. Total construction costs (2007/2008 estimate) 
and right-of-way costs (2009 estimate) for this alternative are $49,692,000. Total 
right-of-way acquisition would be 145 acres.  

The No-Build Alternative would keep the roadway as it is—a two-lane conventional 
highway. The No-Build Alternative does not address the proposed project’s Purpose 
and Need. 

Other alternatives considered but rejected are addressed in Section 1.3.5, Alternatives 
Considered but Eliminated from Further Discussion. 

Joint California Environmental Quality Act/National Environmental 
Policy Act Document 
The proposed project is a joint project by the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) and the Federal Highway Administration and is subject to state and federal 
environmental review requirements. Project documentation, therefore, has been 
prepared in compliance with both the California Environmental Quality Act and the 
National Environmental Policy Act. Caltrans is the lead agency under the California 
Environmental Quality Act. In addition, the Federal Highway Administration’s 
responsibility for environmental review, consultation, and any other action required in 
accordance with applicable federal laws for this project is being, or has been, carried 
out by Caltrans under its assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23 U.S. Code 327. 

Some impacts determined to be significant under the California Environmental 
Quality Act may not lead to a determination of significance under the National 
Environmental Policy Act. Because the National Environmental Policy Act is 
concerned with the significance of the project as a whole, it is quite often the case that 
a “lower level” document is prepared for the National Environmental Policy Act. One 
of the most commonly seen joint document types is an Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Assessment. 
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Table S.1 Summary of Major Potential Impacts from Alternatives 

HUMAN ENVIRONMENT 

ALTERNATIVE POTENTIAL IMPACT 
2 4A 6  No Build 

City of San 
Juan Bautista Yes Yes Yes No 

City of Hollister Yes Yes Yes No 

Land Use 
 
Is the project 
consistent with 
the General 
Plans of: 

County of San 
Benito County Yes Yes Yes No 

Total (acres) 187 109 145 None Farmlands/ 
Timberland Prime/Unique 

(acres) 187 109 145 None 

Community Character/ Cohesion 
Not expected to result in any 
disruption or isolation of a 
community 

Not expected to result in any 
disruption or isolation of a 
community 

Not expected to result in any 
disruption or isolation of a 
community 

None 

Relocation 
 
Will the project 
result in any 
displacements of: 

Utilities 

The existing State Route 156 
would remain in place; thereby, 
minimizing the relocation of the 
following utilities: 
PG&E - aerial electric lines and 
an underground high-pressure 
gas line 

AT&T - aerial lines, fiber optic, 
and copper lines 

San Benito Water District - 
water line 

Charter Communication - cable 
TV aerial lines 

PG&E - aerial electric lines and 
an underground high-pressure 
gas line 

AT&T - aerial lines, fiber optic, 
and copper lines 

San Benito Water District - 
water line 

Charter Communications - 
cable TV aerial lines 

The existing State Route 156 
would remain in place; thereby, 
minimizing the relocation of the 
following utilities:  
PG&E - aerial electric lines and 
an underground high-pressure 
gas line 

AT&T - aerial lines, fiber optic, 
and copper lines 

San Benito Water District - 
water line 

Charter Communications - 
cable TV aerial lines 

None 
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ALTERNATIVE 

 
POTENTIAL IMPACT 

2 4A 6 No Build 
Businesses None None None None Relocation 

(Continued) 
 
Will the project 
result in any 
displacements 
of: 

Housing 

No residential housing would be 
displaced 
Displaces one warehouse, one 
pump house, and one barn 

No residential housing would be 
displaced 
Displaces one warehouse, one 
pump house, and one barn 

No residential housing would be 
displaced 
Displaces one warehouse, one 
pump house, and one barn 

None 

Traffic and Transportation/ 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 

Levels of Service would be 
improved for local and through 
traffic 

Provides traffic, pedestrian, and 
bicycle access with the 
construction of frontage roads 
north and south of State Route 
156 

Levels of Service would be 
improved for local and through 
traffic 

Bicyclists and the occasional 
pedestrian would benefit from 
wider shoulders 

Levels of Service would be 
improved for local and through 
traffic 

Provides traffic, pedestrian, and 
bicycle access with the 
construction of a frontage road 
north of State Route 156 

No changes 

Visual/Aesthetics 

May construct a sound wall 
adjacent to Mission Farm RV 
Park 

Construction of a sound wall may 
require the removal of trees 

Raises the roadway (profile) up 
to five feet to prevent flooding 

Increases the cross-section 
(width) of the highway 

Highway drivers would see the 
rear elevation of the former San 
Justo School rather than the front

May construct a sound wall 
adjacent to Mission Farm RV Park 

Construction of a sound wall may 
require the removal of trees 

Raises the roadway (profile) up to 
five feet to prevent flooding 

Increases the cross-section 
(width) of the highway 

Highway drivers would see the 
rear elevation of the former San 
Justo School rather than the front 

May construct a sound wall 
adjacent to Mission Farm RV 
Park 

Construction of a sound wall may 
require the removal of trees 

Raises the roadway (profile) up 
to five feet to prevent flooding 

Increases the cross-section 
(width) of the highway 

Highway drivers would see the 
rear elevation of the former San 
Justo School rather than the front

No changes 

Cultural Resources The project would have no effect 
on any historic properties. 

The project would have no effect 
on any historic properties. 

The project would have no 
adverse effect on any historic 
properties. 

No changes 
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PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

ALTERNATIVE 
POTENTIAL IMPACTS 

2 4A 6 No Build 

Water Quality and 
Storm Water Runoff 

Water-resistant surface area would 
increase with this alternative  

Additional drainage ditches would be 
constructed parallel to existing ditches to 
channel any additional storm water 

Storm water originating next to the 
highway would be channeled through 
culverts to maintain the current flow 
patterns 

Water-resistant surface area would 
increase with this alternative  

Additional drainage ditches would be 
constructed parallel to existing 
ditches to channel any additional 
storm water 

Storm water originating next to the 
highway would be channeled 
through culverts to maintain the 
current flow patterns 

Water-resistant surface area would 
increase with this alternative  

Additional drainage ditches would be 
constructed parallel to existing 
ditches to channel any additional 
storm water 

Storm water originating next to the 
highway would be channeled 
through culverts to maintain the 
current flow patterns 

Periodic 
flooding of the 
highway 
would 
continue to 
occur. 

Noise 
Predicted noise level approaches or 
exceeds the Noise Abatement Criteria for 
outdoor residential use at six receptors 

Predicted noise level approaches or 
exceeds the Noise Abatement 
Criteria for outdoor residential use at 
six receptors 

Predicted noise level approaches or 
exceeds the Noise Abatement 
Criteria for outdoor residential use at 
six receptors 

No changes 

Hydrology and 
Floodplain 

Would not constitute a significant 
floodplain encroachment 
Does not change pre-existing flooding 
patterns 
Combines on-site and off-site drainage 
Requires new cross culverts between 
Mission Vineyard Road and Lucy Brown 
Lane 
Raises the highway profile above 
floodwater, stores all highway runoff in 
side ditches, and disposes all highway 
drainage via a new drainage collection 
system 

Would not constitute a significant 
floodplain encroachment 
Does not change pre-existing 
flooding patterns 
Combines on-site and off-site 
drainage 
Requires new cross culverts 
between Mission Vineyard Road and 
Lucy Brown Lane 
Raises the highway profile above 
floodwater, stores all highway runoff 
in side ditches, and disposes all 
highway drainage via a new 
drainage collection system 

Would not constitute a significant 
floodplain encroachment 
Does not change pre-existing 
flooding patterns 
Combines on-site and off-site 
drainage 
Requires new cross culverts 
between Mission Vineyard Road and 
Lucy Brown Lane 
Raises the highway profile above 
floodwater, stores all highway runoff 
in side ditches, and disposes all 
highway drainage via a new 
drainage collection system 

Periodic 
flooding of the 
highway 
would 
continue to 
occur. 
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BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT 
ALTERNATIVE POTENTIAL 

IMPACTS 2 4A 6 No Build 

Wetlands and 
Other Waters 

Constructs new drainage ditches 
requiring placement of fill into 
Waters of the U.S., affecting 0.01 
acre permanently and 0.23 acre 
temporarily 

Constructs new drainage ditches 
requiring placement of fill into 
Waters of the U.S., affecting 0.01 
acre permanently and 0.23 acre 
temporarily 

Constructs new drainage ditches 
requiring placement of fill into 
Waters of the U.S., affecting 0.01 
acre permanently and 0.23 acre 
temporarily 

No changes 

Plant Species 
Would not have an impact to any 
special-status plant spec ies or 
natural communities of concern 

Would not have an impact to any 
special-status plant spec ies or 
natural communities of concern 

Would not have an impact to any 
special-status plant spec ies or 
natural communities of concern 

No changes 

Any California red-legged frog found 
during construction would require 
relocation. Capture and relocation 
increases the risk of death or injury 
to this species. 
No permanent net loss of California 
red-legged frog habitat 

Any California red-legged frog found 
during construction would require 
relocation. Capture and relocation 
increases the risk of death or injury 
to this species. 
No permanent net loss of California 
red-legged frog habitat 

Any California red-legged frog found 
during construction would require 
relocation. Capture and relocation 
increases the risk of death or injury 
to this species. 
No permanent net loss of California 
red-legged frog habitat 

Threatened and 
Endangered 

Species 

“May effect, likely to adversely 
affect” the California tiger 
salamander during construction  
Construction activities restricted in 
upland and dispersal habitat; 
activities recommended between 
May 15 and October 15) 
Exclusionary fencing adjacent to 
non-native grasslands 
Pre-construction surveys 
Hand-excavation surveys 

“May effect, likely to adversely 
affect” the California tiger 
salamander during construction  
Construction activities restricted in 
upland and dispersal habitat; 
activities recommended between 
May 15 and October 15) 
Exclusionary fencing adjacent to 
non-native grasslands 
Pre-construction surveys 
Hand-excavation surveys 

“May effect, likely to adversely 
affect” the California tiger 
salamander during construction  
Construction activities restricted in 
upland and dispersal habitat; 
activities recommended between 
May 15 and October 15) 
Exclusionary fencing adjacent to 
non-native grasslands 
Pre-construction surveys 
Hand-excavation surveys 

No changes 
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CONSTRUCTION 

Construction 
Activities have 
potential to 
result in:  

Temporary increase in air emissions 
from construction equipment, 
application of asphalt products, and 
construction grading 
Temporary traffic delays or detours 
Temporary increase in noise from 
construction equipment 
Temporary storm water runoff 
Temporary impact to California red-
legged frog and its habitat 
Temporary impact to California tiger 
salamander and its habitat 

Temporary increase in air emissions 
from construction equipment, 
application of asphalt products, and 
construction grading 
Temporary traffic delays or detours 
Temporary increase in noise from 
construction equipment 
Temporary storm water runoff 
Temporary impact to California red-
legged frog and its habitat 
Temporary impact to California tiger 
salamander and its habitat 

Temporary increase in air emissions 
from construction equipment, 
application of asphalt products, and 
construction grading 
Temporary traffic delays or detours 
Temporary increase in noise from 
construction equipment 
Temporary storm water runoff 
Temporary impact to California red-
legged frog and its habitat 
Temporary impact to California tiger 
salamander and its habitat 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No Changes  
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Coordination with Other Agencies 
Environmental compliance for the proposed undertaking has included consultation 
with four federal and state agencies. The agencies, the permits they issue, and the 
status of those permits are presented in Table S.2. 

Table S.2 Permits and Approvals Needed 

 

Agency Permit/Approval Status 

United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service  

Section 7 Consultation for 
special-status species.  
Review and Comment on 404 
Permit 

 
Biological Opinion from the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service was issued on 
September 19, 2008 

United States Army Corps of 
Engineers  

Section 404 Permit for filling or 
dredging waters of the United 
States 

Application for Section 404 permit 
anticipated after final environmental 
document distribution 

Regional Water Quality 
Control Board  Section 401 certification 

Application for Section 401 permit 
anticipated after final environmental 
document distribution 

California Department of Fish 
and Game  

Section 1602 Streambed 
Alteration Agreement 

Application for Section 1602 permit 
anticipated after final environmental 
document distribution 
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Chapter 1 Proposed Project 

1.1 Introduction 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) proposes to widen from two 
lanes to four lanes and realign State Route 156 in San Benito County (See Figure 1-1) 
from “The Alameda” in San Juan Bautista to the Hollister Bypass, approximately 0.2 
mile east of Fourth Street (Business Route 156) in San Benito County (see Figure 1-
2). This existing 5.2-mile segment of State Route 156 is a two-lane conventional 
highway connecting with a four-lane expressway to the west and a two-lane 
expressway to the east. The highway serves slow-moving farm and truck traffic as 
well as faster-moving local and commuter traffic, often in congested conditions.  

Access to properties bordering State Route 156 is now allowed for the entire length of 
the project. Local streets with connections to State Route 156 within the project limits 
include Breen Road, Mission Vineyard Road, Lucy Brown Lane, Bixby Road, Flint 
Road, Union Road, and Mitchell Road. Several unpaved, unnamed farm roads also 
connect to State Route 156 in the project area. The primary purpose of State Route 
156 is to serve interregional traffic, but regional, local, and commuter trips dominate 
in Hollister. 

The proposed project is fully funded in the 2008 State Transportation Improvement 
Program. All support costs and right-of-way capital are programmed from the New 
Programming Interregional Improvement Program. Construction capital is funded 
from a combination of the Interregional Improvement Program, New Programming 
Regional Improvement Program, and local (Council of San Benito County 
Governments) traffic impact fee funding. 

In October 2006, the San Benito County Board of Supervisors unanimously adopted 
and passed a resolution identifying their three top transportation priorities: widening 
Highways 25, 152, and 156 to four lanes. The San Benito Council of Governments 
passed a similar resolution identifying their three top transportation priorities: 
widening State Routes 25, 152, and 156 to four lanes. 
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Figure 1-1 Project Vicinity Map
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Figure 1-2 Project Location Map
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1.2 Purpose and Need 

The Purpose and Need Section of this document discusses the reasons for the 
proposed project and provides structure for the development of alternatives. In the 
alternative selection process, the alternatives are evaluated and compared on how well 
they meet the Purpose and Need, as well as the potential environmental and economic 
costs. 

1.2.1 Purpose 

The purpose of the proposed project is to: 

• Reduce existing congestion and provide for future traffic needs  
• Improve safety 
• Improve route continuity 

1.2.2 Need 

Serving as a bedroom community for the Bay Area since about 1990, San Benito 
County, especially in the project area, has been growing rapidly. According to the 
U.S. Census Bureau, between 1990 and 2000, San Benito County’s population 
increased by 45.1 percent, with most of the county’s population growth in or near the 
two incorporated cities of Hollister and San Juan Bautista. (Between 2003 and 2004, 
however, population growth in the county slowed down and increased by only 1.4 
percent.)  

Economic growth in the neighboring county of Santa Clara has created pressure for 
residential growth in San Benito County where housing is more affordable. As a 
result, San Benito County’s population growth rate has outpaced the State’s and the 
proportion of employed persons commuting from San Benito County to Santa Clara 
County each day (and to a lesser extent to Monterey County) has grown. According 
to the U.S. Census Bureau, almost half of the residents in San Benito County, 
including its two incorporated cities, commute outside San Benito County for 
employment. The number of registered vehicles and registered drivers has also grown 
accordingly. This growth trend has increased demands on the regional transportation 
system. 

Despite this growth, the county generally remains a low-density, rural, and 
agricultural area. Approximately 97 percent of the county is unincorporated land, 
with 90 percent being used as farmland, rangelands, forest, and public open space. 
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This segment of State Route 156 is the only link between Hollister and San Juan 
Bautista. Besides local commuter traffic, commercial trucks and agricultural 
equipment associated with the farms in the San Juan Valley, and tourists traveling 
between the San Joaquin Valley and coastal destinations use this segment of the 
highway. At peak hours traffic is heavy, resulting in congestion and conflicts between 
commuters and slower-moving agricultural traffic.  

Additional safety concerns include: 

• Flooding 
• The lack of passing opportunities 
• A compound curve at Union Road/Mitchell Road  

The proposed project runs through farmland that has been leveled to improve 
cultivation. The leveling of farmland tends to increase runoff from irrigation and 
storm water onto the highway, which results in periodic flooding. This segment of the 
two-lane highway offers little opportunity for passing when traffic is heavy, which 
promotes conflict between slow- and fast-moving traffic. The curve at the intersection 
of State Route 156 and Union Road/Mitchell Road is constructed with varying or 
uneven radii that is more difficult for drivers to negotiate than a single radius, and no 
longer meets the standards set forth in the Caltrans Highway Design Manual. 

The need for the proposed project is based on the following: 

• Increasing congestion  
• Lack of passing opportunities when slower trucks and agricultural vehicles 

conflict with passenger vehicles 
• The existing non-standard compound curve  
• Lack of continuous expressway on the route 
• A history of flooding along the route 

1.2.2.1 Congestion 

Traffic data was collected during a mid-week morning and afternoon/evening peak 
hour during the month of May 2005. Caltrans completed a Traffic Analysis Report for 
the proposed project in July 2006 with data updated in March 2008. The 2006 traffic 
analysis was performed for the existing conditions (2005), as well as for the 
construction year (2011) and design year (2030) conditions with, and without, a 
project and was presented in the 2007 Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Assessment. The additional traffic data in the Final 
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Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment with Finding of No 
Significant Impact was obtained from the updated 2008 traffic data that was 
performed for the existing conditions (2006), the construction year (2014), and the 
design year (2034). 

According to the Caltrans Traffic and Vehicle Data Systems Unit and the 2008 traffic 
data, generally, for a two-way highway, truck traffic averages 13 to 15 percent of the 
total traffic volume. For this project, the average daily truck traffic is approximately 
9.7 percent, with truck traffic averaging approximately 9 percent during peak-hour 
traffic between The Alameda (post mile 3.2) and Union Road (post mile 7.25).  

Route capacity is measured in both traffic volume and quality of traffic flow. The 
average annual daily traffic count is the average number of vehicles that pass a given 
point within a 24-hour period. The Design Hourly Volume is defined as the one-hour 
vehicular volume in both directions of travel in the design year selected for highway 
design, which is usually 20 years following construction. Level of Service ranges 
from A to F, with a Level of Service A indicating free-flowing traffic and a Level of 
Service F indicating gridlock and stop-and-go conditions (see Figure 1-3). 

The existing two-lane conventional highway within the project limits is designed to 
handle a maximum of 20,000 vehicles each day. According to the Caltrans Historical 
Traffic Data, traffic volumes for the segment of State Route 156 between The 
Alameda and Union Road has increased on an average from 14,000 vehicles in the 
year 1992, to 20,300 vehicles in the year 2000, to its current average volume of 
26,200 vehicles. Table 1.1 shows the average annual daily traffic counts, the Design 
Hourly Volume, and Level of Service for this segment of the project for the year 2006 
(existing conditions). The estimated Traffic and Level of Service with, and without 
the project, are also shown for the years 2014 (construction year) and 2034 (future 
conditions). Traffic conditions are further discussed in Section 2.1.6 Traffic and 
Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities. 
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Table 1.1 Average Annual Daily Traffic and Level of Service without 
Project 

Level of Service  
Year Design Hourly 

Volume 
Average Annual Daily 

Traffic (number of 
Vehicles) Without Project 

2006 2,400 26,200 E 
2014 2,920 29,344 F 
2034 4,221 37,531 F 

 Source: Caltrans Traffic Operations                                                     

According to the current Highway Capacity Manual (2000), the level of service for 
Class 1 two-lane highways is measured based on two measures of effectiveness: 
percent of time spent following and average travel speed. The Highway Capacity 
Manual 2000 considers a Class I two-lane highway a highway that generally serves 
long-distance trips or provides connecting links between roadways that serve long-
distance trips; whereas, a Class II two-lane highway is a highway that generally 
serves relatively short trips, the beginning and ending portions of longer trips, or trips 
for which sightseeing activities play a significant role in route choice. State Route 156 
is considered a Class I two-lane highway. 

During the peak-hour traffic, a Level of Service C is considered satisfactory for rural 
areas and Level of Service D is considered satisfactory for urban areas. Since 1997, 
peak-hour traffic on State Route 156 within the project area has been at Level of 
Service E, but within only three years, in 2011, peak-hour traffic is predicted to be at 
Level of Service F. Level of Service F applies whenever traffic exceeds the capacity 
of the road. Figure 1-3 shows the level of service criteria for two-lane highways.  
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Figure 1-3 Levels of Service for Two-Lane Highways in Class 1 
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1.2.2.2 Safety  

Compound Curve 
The lane width, shoulder width, and slope of the existing highway meet Caltrans 
design standards, but the curve at the intersection of State Route 156 and Union 
Road/Mitchell Road does not. The curve is considered a compound curve, or a curve 
with varying, or uneven, radii. 

Current Caltrans highway design standards avoid compound curves because drivers 
who have adjusted to the first curve could overcompensate on the second curve if it 
has a smaller radius than the first curve. By realigning a compound curve into one 
consistent curve, the frequency and severity of collisions will be reduced. 

Continuous Expressway 
State Route 156 is currently a two-lane conventional highway between The Alameda 
and its connection to the Hollister Bypass east of Union Road. West of the proposed 
project, State Route 156 is a four-lane expressway and east of the proposed project, 
State Route 156 is a two-lane expressway. Build Alternatives 2 and 6 would convert 
the existing segment of conventional highway between the existing expressways to an 
expressway, thus creating a continuous expressway of approximately 15 miles. State 
Route 156 would remain a conventional highway with Build Alternative 4A, but the 
additional eastbound and westbound lanes would help reduce traffic conflicts along 
the route. 

Conflicts with Slow-Moving Traffic 
Table 1.2 shows the number of actual accidents that occurred on State Route 156 
between The Alameda and Fourth Street/Business Route 156 (post miles 3.0 to 8.2) 
from July 1, 2003 to June 30, 2006. According to the California Highway Patrol, the 
types of accidents typical of crowded highways are rear-end collisions, sideswipes, 
and failures to yield. Over half of the accidents shown in Table 1.2 were rear-end 
collisions (58.8 percent) and 6.3 percent were sideswipes. Rear-end collisions 
indicate speed differences; i.e., fast versus slower-moving traffic. The higher 
incidence of rear-end collisions supports the need to reduce conflicts between faster-
moving interregional traffic and slower-moving local commuter and farm equipment.  

The actual accident rates along State Route 156 within the project limits are lower 
than the state average for similar highways except at the Lucy Brown intersection. 
The actual accident rate for that intersection is 0.10 percent higher than the State 
average.  
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Table 1.2 Accidents within the Project Area 

(Between July 1, 2003 and June 30, 2006) 

Accident Rate Number of Accidents Actual State Average 
Location Description 

Total Fatal Injury 
Fatal 

& 
Injury 

Fatal 
Fatal 

& 
Injury 

Total Fatal 
Fatal 

& 
Injury 

Total 

San Benito Route156 
Project area  
Post mile 3.0/R8.2 

102 1 31 32 0.007 0.23 0.72 0.034 0.40 0.82 

The Alameda  
Post mile 3.02 4 0 1 1 0.000 0.03 0.13 0.003 0.23 0.58 

Mission Vineyard 
Post mile 3.83 1 0 0 0 0.000 0.00 0.04 0.008 0.16 0.33 

Lucy Brown Lane 
Post mile 4.41 9 0 3 3 0.000 0.11 0.32 0.004 0.10 0.22 

Bixby Road 
Post mile 5.42 3 0 0 0 0.000 0.00 0.11 0.004 0.10 0.22 

Flint Road  
Post mile 6.43 4 0 2 2 0.000 0.07 0.14 0.004 0.10 0.22 

Mitchell Road/Union 
Road Post mile 7.25 8 0 4 4 0.000 0.13 0.26 0.008 0.16 0.33 

Fourth Street 
Business 156 
Post mile R8.0 

12 0 2 2 0.000 0.08 0.46 0.001 0.19 0.50 

Source: Caltrans Traffic Operations; Total number of accidents includes property damage only accidents. 

Flooding 
The highway has a long history of flooding, particularly between Mission Vineyard 
Road and Lucy Brown Lane. The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
Flood Insurance Study for the San Juan Creek notes the watershed size is 19.1 square 
miles at the State Route 156 crossing. In the last several years, Caltrans Hydraulics 
and Design engineers conducted several studies and investigations to define and 
quantify the drainage problems within the project area. Meetings were conducted with 
members of San Benito Council of Government, the San Juan Bautista city manager, 
the president of the local farm bureau, the California Highway Patrol captain, and the 
San Benito County Water District manager. 

Several field investigations were made along with the above meetings. Caltrans 
engineers obtained from the San Benito County Water District manager copies of the 
San Juan Valley Drainage Improvement Draft Report and as-built drawings of water 
lines and utilities along Highway 156. 

Caltrans Hydraulics Unit prepared the most recent hydraulic study on March 20, 
2000, conducted an investigation of local flooding problems at the Lucy Brown 
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intersection with Highway 156 on August 17, 2000, and calculated the flows 
generated from different drainage areas along both sides of the highway. 

Whether there are flood control facilities appears to be a matter of opinion. According 
to the San Benito County Water District, there is a floodway along the stream 
channels, and the channel capacity of some areas of the San Juan Creek between San 
Juan Bautista and the San Benito River have been estimated as sufficient to convey 
between a 2-year and 5-year flood. This makes the channel’s floodway area important 
in conveying all flood flows larger than the channel’s capacity, and makes it an 
integral part of the flood management system.  

However, Caltrans’ hydraulics studies conclude that there are no significant flood 
control facilities within the influence of this project, and State Route 156 is located on 
the flat San Juan Valley floor where the stream channels have limited capacity 
because often these stream channels are choked with vegetation, causing the waters to 
exceed channel capacities during major floods. The overflow generally spreads out as 
slow-moving shallow flooding. Runoff and flooding occur behind irrigation canal 
levees and road embankments that cross the area.  

Furthermore, Caltrans contends local farming and irrigation practices complicate area 
drainage. However, the San Benito County Water District and Caltrans do not agree 
on these issues, either, especially whether the area has been re-graded (laser-planed) 
without consideration for the overall drainage patterns. The County Water District 
maintains there have been some areas that have been laser-leveled within the San 
Juan Valley, but these grading projects have served merely to provide more of a 
planar (level) condition that still follows the existing ground slope, and that if the 
overall drainage pattern of the land was not considered, the laser leveling would 
require significantly greater movement of soil. 

Caltrans field studies have found that the natural watershed creek beds have been 
ditched, bermed, and/or obliterated. Farmers have channeled the water around their 
properties to maximize the amount of available land. When it rains, water is rerouted 
to the property lines and eventually ends up on the local county roads and ultimately 
the state highway. Roadside ditches, intended to hold highway runoff, have become 
drainage canals carrying offsite storm runoff to San Juan Creek. The San Benito 
County Water District does not agree with Caltrans assessment and maintains that the 
county roads and state highway are elevated along most property boundaries and that 
these roads become dams for excess flows. The District contends that ponding and 
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overtopping typically occur unless cross culverts are provided to allow water to pass. 
The flow typically moves along the edge of the roadway until it overtops the 
roadway, and then is conveyed as overland flow through an adjacent property. 

Prior to Caltrans studies, the San Benito County Water District performed a study to 
install a system to drain floodwater directly into the San Benito River. The study was 
performed in the late 1990s and was limited to areas north of State Route 156 and east 
of Lucy Brown Lane. The study did not include the entire San Juan Basin, but 
reviewed the costs for installation of storm drain pipelines from State Route 156 north 
to the San Benito River along some of the roadway’s right-of-way. The project was 
not implemented.  

The worst area of flooding is the San Juan Creek area north of San Juan Bautista. In a 
meeting in February 2000, the San Benito County Water District confirmed that the 
existing creeks/channels are grossly undersized and overwhelmed during major storm 
events. In the past, the farmers have attempted to maintain the creek bottoms but have 
experienced intervention from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service because some of the 
waterways in the area, particularly the San Juan Creek, have been determined habitat 
for threatened and endangered species, such as the California red-legged frog. Over 
time and adding to the situation, Caltrans’ maintenance work has made the streambed 
lower than the upstream creek, which results in a tendency for water to backup at the 
highway. In comparison, based on the hydraulic studies conducted by Caltrans, the 
existing bridge crossing at San Juan Creek appears adequate; whereas, the San Benito 
County Water District maintains that according to their study, the existing bridge has 
created an increased upstream water level due to the encroachment of the floodway 
and flow constriction at the bridge entrance. The District’s study asserts that this 
constriction creates relatively high velocities through the bridge opening, which could 
be causing the erosion of the streambed at the bridge. The District contends that 
before the realignment of State Route 156 in the mid-1950s, the lower elevation 
bridges along San Juan Hollister Road (the former state highway) created a more 
limited floodplain encroachment compared to the existing roadway. 

Although Caltrans and the San Benito County Water District have different opinions 
on why there is flooding, both agencies agree that flooding is a concern for the project 
area. All Build Alternatives would elevate the current profile of the highway and 
provide drainage systems for storm water runoff. The elevated roadway and 
additional drainage capacity would prevent driving hazards, such as pooling and 
flooding. 
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During the design phase of the project, Caltrans will prepare a more detailed 
Hydraulic Analysis to size the new bridge and minimize potential floodplain impacts; 
however, it is not Caltrans’ intention to address the regional flooding issues with the 
construction of the San Benito 156 Improvement Project. 

1.3 Alternatives 

This section describes the proposed action and the design alternatives that were 
developed by an interdisciplinary team to achieve the project purpose while avoiding 
or minimizing environmental impacts. Several criteria were taken into consideration 
when evaluating the various alternatives for the proposed project, including project 
Purpose and Need, cost, congestion relief, improved safety, farmland impacts, and 
specific environmental impacts; such as Section 4(f) resources.  

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, codified in federal law 
at 49 U.S. Code 303, declares that “it is the policy of the United States Government 
that special effort should be made to preserve the natural beauty of the countryside 
and public park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic 
sites.” 

Section 4(f) specifies that the Secretary [of Transportation] may approve a 
transportation program or project requiring the use of publicly owned land of a public 
park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local 
significance, or land of a historic site of national, state, or local significance (as 
determined by the federal, state, or local officials having jurisdiction over the park, 
area, refuge, or site) only if: 

• there is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land and 
• the program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the 

park, recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from 
the use. 

The proposed project has potential to affect six eligible historic properties (See 
Section 2.1.8 Cultural Resources). 

Seven Build Alternatives were considered and withdrawn from further consideration 
and are discussed in Section 1.3.5. Three Build Alternatives, (Alternatives 2, 4A, and 
6), and the No-Build Alternative remain under consideration. 
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1.3.1 Build Alternatives  

Common Design Features of the Build Alternatives 
All Build Alternatives under consideration would: 

• Widen the existing two-lane highway to a four-lane divided highway between The 
Alameda and the Hollister Bypass east of Union Road 

• Rehabilitate the existing bridge over San Juan Creek 
• Construct a second bridge over San Juan Creek  
• Construct a sound wall at the Mission Farm RV Park 
• Replace a culvert at Mission Vineyard Road 
• Raise sections of the highway up to five feet to prevent highway flooding 
• Construct side drainage/detention channels and cross-culverts to maintain the 

existing drainage pattern 
• Modify the existing compound curve (a curve with varying radii) near Union 

Road/Mitchell Road to a constant radius curve 
• Shift the new alignment to the south between Bixby and Flint Roads to avoid the 

former San Justo School, determined eligible as a historic structure 

In addition, design exceptions were approved for all the Build Alternatives to reduce 
farmland conversion. The design exceptions include the following: 

• Decreasing the median width for all Build Alternatives from 62 to 30 feet from 
The Alameda to Breen Road/Mission Vineyard Road (PM 3.0/3.8), within the San 
Juan Bautista city limits 

• Decreasing the median width for Alternatives 2 and 6 from 62 to 46 feet from 
Mission Vineyard Road (PM 3.8) to 0.2 miles east of Fourth Street/Business 
Route 156 (PM R8.2) 

• Decreasing the median width for Alternative 4A for the expressway segment 
portion from 62 to 46 feet from Union Road/Mitchell Road (PM 7.1) to 0.2 miles 
east of Fourth Street/Business Route 156 (PM R8.2)  

The reduced median width proposal is consistent with the adjacent segments of State 
Route 156. To the west, State Route 156 is a four-lane expressway with a 22-foot 
median width, and the segment to the east is a two-lane expressway on a four-lane 
expressway right-of-way with a planned 46-foot median width.  

The design exceptions decrease the amount of right-of-way needed for the project, 
eliminate relocation of homes or businesses, minimize or eliminate impacts to the 
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redwood trees south of the highway, and reduce farmland conversion (See Section 
2.1.3, Farmland). 

Alternative 2 

Alternative 2 would construct a four-lane divided expressway south of the existing 
State Route 156 with a frontage road north and south of the expressway. The frontage 
roads would have two lanes for eastbound and westbound traffic. Existing State 
Route 156 would be used in place as the northern frontage road, which would connect 
to Cagney Road on the west and to Mitchell Road on the east. The frontage road on 
the south would be constructed on new alignment and connect to Mission Vineyard 
Road on the west and to San Juan Hollister Road on the east, intersecting Union 
Road. The new alignment would shift south near Flint Road to avoid the former San 
Justo School. An intersection without traffic signals would be constructed at Cagney 
Road/Mission Vineyard Road. Total construction costs (2007 estimates) and right-of-
way costs (2009 estimates) for this alternative are $54,673,000. Total right-of-way 
acquisition is 187 acres. 

Alternative 4A 

Alternative 4A would construct a four-lane conventional highway/expressway south 
of the existing State Route 156 with portions of the existing State Route 156 used for 
westbound traffic from The Alameda to Mission Vineyard, and from Union Road to 
the end of the project. Near Flint Road, where the proposed highway shifts south to 
avoid the former San Justo School, the existing State Route 156 would be used for 
access. Left-turn lanes would be constructed at Cagney Road/Mission Vineyard Road, 
Lucy Brown Lane, Bixby Road, Flint Road, and the Union Road/Mitchell Road 
intersection. Total construction costs (2007 estimates) and right-of-way costs (2009 
estimates) for this alternative are $41,513,000. Total right-of-way acquisition is 109 
acres. 

Alternative 6 

Alternative 6 would construct a four-lane expressway south of the existing State 
Route 156 with a frontage road north of the new alignment. This alternative proposes 
to use the existing State Route 156 in place as a frontage road. The frontage road on 
the north would have two lanes for eastbound and westbound traffic and would 
connect Cagney Road on the west to Mitchell Road on the east. Near Bixby Road, the 
four-lane expressway would shift south to eliminate the need to realign the existing 
State Route 156 (northern frontage road) and to avoid the former San Justo School 
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(now a residence). This shift would also create room for traffic between the north 
frontage road and expressway waiting to turn at the unsignalized intersection of the 
new alignment and Bixby Road. The intersection would provide access opening to the 
expressway from the north frontage road and the south access easements. The 
alternative proposes consolidated private driveways (access easements) for the 
adjacent property parcels on the south side of the expressway. Total construction 
costs (2007/2008 estimates) and right-of-way costs (2009 estimates) for this 
alternative are $49,690,000. Total right-of-way acquisition is 145 acres. Please note 
that this alternative was modified as per public comments received during the public 
hearings held for the project in September 2007. This modification eliminates work 
north of the existing State Route 156 at Bixby Road and provides a safer access for 
emergency response vehicles, reduces the conversions of farmland, and minimizes 
excess parcels, minimizes utility relocation, and reduces the disruption of traffic 
during construction. Figure 1-6 displays Alternative 6, as modified. 

1.3.2 No-Build Alternative 

The No-Build Alternative provides a baseline for consideration of other alternatives 
and may be preferred if other alternatives have significant impacts on the 
environment, do not serve the stated Purpose and Need, or are not economically 
feasible.  

The No-Build Alternative would keep the roadway as is, a two-lane conventional 
highway. Routine maintenance would continue. Future operational and safety 
improvements may be considered. Any future improvements would require a separate 
design process and may require additional environmental studies. In addition, the No-
Build Alternative would not meet the Purpose and Need of the proposed project 
because it would not: 

• Reduce existing congestion 
• Provide for future traffic needs 
• Improve safety 
• Improve route continuity 
• Correct non-standard features (curves) 
• Improve highway drainage. 

1.3.3 Comparison of Alternatives 

Table 1.3 compares the three Build Alternatives and the No-Build Alternative. 
Criteria for evaluating alternatives include project Purpose and Need issues, project 
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cost, and potential environmental effects of the proposed project. The three Build 
Alternatives are similar for many of the evaluation criteria. Any of the Build 
Alternatives would relieve traffic congestion and increase safety by providing 
additional travel lanes. Route continuity would be enhanced. The conflict between 
inter-regional travelers and slower-moving traffic would be reduced with the 
construction of additional travel lanes, wider shoulders, and frontage roads.  

The comparison in Table 1.3 shows that Alternative 2 would provide the greatest 
congestion reduction, but would also have the most potential effect on the natural and 
man-made environment. Alternative 6, similar to Alternative 2, would leave the 
existing State Route 156 in place as a frontage road north of the roadway. Alternative 
6 provides less congestion reduction than Alternative 2, but has fewer potential 
effects on the natural environment and eliminates the relocation of most of the 
utilities along the existing highway. Alternative 4A would correct the roadway and 
provide some congestion relief. Alternative 4A also has the least potential for natural 
environmental effects, but would require the relocation of utilities like Alternative 2, 
because the new roadway would be constructed south of the existing State Route 156. 
Alternative 4A does the least to meet future traffic needs. 
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Table 1.3 Comparison of Alternatives 

Evaluation 
Criteria Alternative 2 Alternative 4A Alternative 6 No-Build 

Alternative 

Reduces 
Congestion 

Provides the greatest 
congestion reduction 

Provides the least 
reduction in 
congestion 

Provides a greater 
reduction in 

congestion than 
Alternative 4A 

Provides no 
reduction in 
congestion 

Provides for 
Future 

Demand 

Alternatives 2 and 6 
would be the most 
effective in meeting 

future demand 

Less effective in 
meeting future 
demand than 

Alternatives 2 and 6 

Alternatives 2 and 6 
would be the most 
effective in meeting 

future demand 

Does not 
accommodate 
future demand. 

Improves 
Safety 

Alternatives 2 and 6 
would provide the 

greatest improvement 
to safety 

Provides the least 
improvement to 

safety 

Alternatives 2 and 6 
would provide the 

greatest improvement 
to safety 

Provides no 
improvement 

in safety 

Reduces 
Traffic 

Conflicts 

Provides the greatest 
minimization of 

conflicts 

Provides the least 
minimization of 

conflicts 

Provides a greater 
minimization of 
conflicts than 
Alternative 4A 

Provides no 
minimization of 

conflicts 

Provides 
Route 

Continuity 

Alternatives 2 and 6 
create a continuous 

expressway between 
Routes 101 and 25 

Interim improvement 
to route continuity 

Alternatives 2 and 6 
create a continuous 

expressway between 
Routes 101 and 25 

No 
Improvement 

of route 
continuity 

Corrects 
Roadway 

Deficiencies 

Raises the profile, 
enhances drainage 

system, and corrects 
curve 

Raises the profile, 
enhances drainage 

system, and corrects 
curve 

Raises the profile, 
enhances drainage 

system, and corrects 
curve 

Does not 
correct 

highway 
deficiencies 

Minimizes 
Environmental 

Impact 
Converts 187 acres of 

farmland  

Requires 109 acres, 
the least amount of 

farmland   

Converts 145 acres of 
farmland 

 
No effect on 

the 
environment 

Cost $54,673,000 $41,513,000 $49,690,000 
Maintenance 

and repair 
costs only 

 

Locally Preferred Alternative  
On May 6, 2008, the San Benito County Board of Supervisors voted in favor of 
Alternative 6 as the preferred alternative. In February 2008, the Council of San 
Benito County Governments chose Alternative 6 as the preferred alternative and on 
May 9, 2008 voted to amend the 2008 San Benito County Regional Transportation 
Improvement Program. The project is fully funded from the 2008 State 
Transportation Improvement Program.  

In opposition of any of the build alternatives is the City of San Juan Bautista, which 
recently passed their third resolution against the widening of State Route 156 in 
preference for an alternative east-west corridor to the north, although the 
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Transportation Element of the City’s General Plan includes widening State Route 156 
to four lanes between The Alameda and Hollister.  

According to the City of San Juan Bautista’s website, the San Juan Bautista City 
Council had previously reached a compromise with the San Benito County Board of 
Supervisors and the Council of San Benito County Governments for a minimal 
footprint: an at-grade four-lane expansion of State Route 156. The vote by the Board 
of Supervisors in favor of Alternative 6 invalidated that compromise and the San Juan 
Bautista City Council is now calling for improvements on State Route 156 to be 
limited to safety improvements to the existing two-lane highway and the removal of 
through truck traffic.  

Caltrans initiated a System Analysis Study of Focus Routes 101, 152, and 156 in 
2007 in cooperation with the Council of San Benito County Governments, the Santa 
Clara Valley Transportation Authority, the Association of Monterey Bay Area 
Governments, the Merced County Association of Governments, and the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission. The study investigated potential investments in the 
roadway system designed to improve east-west travel through the region, and 
analyzed eight scenarios comprehensively. These scenarios corresponded, for the 
most part, to the alternatives proposed in the Santa Clara Valley Transportation 
Authority’s Southern Gateway Transportation and Land Use Study, Final Report 
from August 2006. The environmental analysis for the System Analysis Study was 
prepared from a regional planning level rather than a single corridor or project-by-
project level. The preliminary analysis determined that all of the scenarios evaluated 
would likely result in some level of adverse environmental impacts, primarily 
involving scenic resources, farmlands, biological resources (sensitive species, wildlife 
movement corridors, wetlands), and cultural resources, including Section 4(f) 
resources. The estimated cost for each scenario was over $1 billion because several of 
the scenarios required multiple bridges, railroad crossings, intersections, and acres of 
right-of-way acquisition.  

1.3.4 Identification of the Preferred Alternative 

Four alternatives were under consideration, including the No-Build Alternative. Due 
to public comments received during the two public hearings held on September 25 
and 26, 2007, Alternative 6 was modified to provide a safer route for emergency 
response vehicles. After circulation of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Assessment, Caltrans selected Alternative 6, as modified, as 
the preferred alternative based on engineering and environmental analysis, and 
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community and agency input. While all the build alternatives would meet the purpose 
and need of the project, Alternative 6 requires minimal relocation of utilities, reduces 
the amount of farmland converted, and minimizes the disruption of traffic during 
construction. It also provides a safer route for pedestrians, bicyclists, and school 
transportation by removing this type of traffic from the expressway, while 
maintaining the existing northern residential access (driveways) for property owners 
and eliminating work north of existing State Route 156 at Bixby Road. 

1.3.5 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Discussion 

Ten Build Alternatives were developed and studied by the Project Development 
Team (comprised of Caltrans personnel from different functional branches, the 
Federal Highway Administration, local and state agency representatives, and other 
stakeholders). Seven of these alternatives were rejected because they did not reduce 
environmental impacts or they were not feasible to construct. 

Alternative 1 
Alternative 1 proposed a four-lane expressway with two-lane frontage roads, north 
and south, with the mainline alignment passing directly through the former San Justo 
School, a property eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. Moving the 
former school building was considered but rejected due to adverse effects under 
Section 106 of the 1966 National Historic Preservation Act and impacts under Section 
4(f) of the 1966 Department of Transportation Act; the potential to damage the 
building; and the high costs for right-of-way acquisition. In addition, Nyland Road 
was to be extended as part of the new frontage road directly in front of the John Breen 
Adobe, also a historic property (See Section 2.1.8, Cultural Resources), constituting a 
potential adverse effect to that historic property. This alternative was dropped from 
further study in 2001 because it did not reduce environmental impacts. 

Alternative 2A 
This alternative proposed a four-lane expressway with two-lane frontage roads north 
and south, with the mainline alignment similar to Alternative 2 but shifting north of 
the former San Justo School. While this alternative avoided the former San Justo 
School building, this alignment potentially displaced three homes and a business. 
Right-of-way was required from approximately 27 parcels. This alternative was 
withdrawn in August 2003 because it did not reduce environmental impacts. 
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Alternative 3 
This alternative proposed a four-lane highway/expressway with no frontage roads. 
The mainline passed directly through the former San Justo School building. Moving 
the former school building was also proposed and rejected, as in Alternative 1. 
Alternative 3 was thus dropped from further study in 2001 because it did not reduce 
environmental impacts. 

Alternative 4 
Alternative 4 proposed a four-lane conventional highway with no frontage roads. 
Left-turn lanes were proposed at the intersections of State Route 156 with Breen 
Road/Mission Vineyard Road, Lucy Brown Lane, Bixby Road, Flint Road, and Union 
Road/Mitchell Road. The mainline would have shifted north to avoid the former San 
Justo School building. This alternative potentially displaced two homes and a 
business, and required relocation of a large number of utilities. The Project 
Development Team dropped this alternative in August 2003 because it did not reduce 
environmental impacts. 

Alternative 5 
Alternative 5 proposed a four-lane expressway with a two-lane frontage road on the 
north side only (access easements would have been provided to parcels on the south 
side). The mainline shifted north of the former San Justo School building. This 
alternative potentially displaced five homes and a business and required relocation of 
a large number of utilities. Right-of-way was required from approximately 27 parcels. 
The Project Development Team dropped this alternative from further study in August 
2003 because it did not reduce environmental impacts. 

Alternative 5A 
Alternative 5A proposed a four-lane expressway with a two-lane north frontage road 
and access easements on the south. The mainline shifted north of the former San Justo 
School building. This alternative affected 31 property parcels, and required the 
relocation of several homes and many utilities. An unsignalized intersection was 
planned at Lucy Brown Lane. The Project Development Team dropped Alternative 
5A from further study in August 2003 because it was unfeasible and it did not reduce 
environmental impacts.  

Alternative 6A 
This alternative proposed a four-lane expressway with a two-lane frontage road on the 
north and access easements on the south. The main alignment would shift south of the 
former San Justo School building. An unsignalized intersection was planned at Lucy 
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Brown Lane. The Project Development Team dropped Alternative 6A from further 
study in August 2003 because it was unfeasible and did not reduce environmental 
impacts. 

1.3.6 Transportation Systems Management Alternatives 

Transportation Systems Management strategies consist of actions that increase the 
operational efficiency of existing roadways; they are actions that increase the number 
of vehicle trips a road can carry without increasing the number of through lanes. 
Examples of Transportation Systems Management strategies include ramp metering, 
auxiliary lanes, turn lanes, reversible lanes, and traffic signal coordination. 
Transportation Systems Management also encourages automobile, public and private 
transit, and ridesharing programs, as well as bicycle and pedestrian improvements as 
elements of a unified urban transportation system.  

Transportation Systems Management strategies are usually used in more urban 
environments, but these strategies can be used in rural environments when they serve 
the purpose of a project. Use of such strategies would not serve the purpose of this 
project because additional lanes are required to serve the project need. 

1.4 Environmentally Superior Alternative 

The California Environmental Quality Act requires the identification of the 
“Environmentally Superior Alternative,” the Build Alternative with the fewest 
adverse environmental impacts. The No-Build Alternative is not to be considered as 
the Environmentally Superior Alternative for the purposes of this discussion.  

The Build Alternatives do not differ greatly in their environmental impacts. The loss 
of farmland is considered an adverse environmental impact and the extent of that 
impact appears to correspond to the amount of land or right-of-way required for each 
Build Alternative under consideration—the more area needed, the more loss of 
farmland. Although Alternative 4A requires the least amount of farmland, only 109 
acres compared to 187 acres for Alternatives 2, and 145 acres for Alternative 6, it also 
proposes relocation of aboveground and underground utilities. Alternative 6 results in 
more farmland conversion than Alternative 4A (17 acres), but would use the existing 
State Route 156 as the northern frontage road, eliminating most of the utility 
relocation. Alternative 4A, based on the least amount of farmland conversion, would 
be the Superior Environmental Alternative; however, it requires the relocation of 
aboveground and underground utilities.  
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1.5 Permits and Approvals Needed 

Before construction, the following permits, approvals, and consultation would be 
required: 

Table 1.4 Permits and Approvals 
Agency Permit/Approval Status 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service 

Section 7 Consultation for Threatened 
and Endangered Species and review 
Section 404 Permit 

Biological Opinion from the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service was issued on 
September 19, 2008 

U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 

Section 404 Permit for filling or 
dredging Waters of the United States 

Application for Section 404 permits 
anticipated after final environmental 
document distribution 

Regional Water 
Quality Control Board Section 401 Water Quality Certification 

Application for Section 401 permit 
anticipated after final environmental 
document distribution 

California Department 
of Fish and Game 

1602 Agreement for Streambed 
Alteration, Section 2080.1 for work 
within the San Juan Creek 

Application for Section 1602 permit 
anticipated after final environmental 
document distribution 

1.6 Alternative Maps and Cross Sections 

The Build Alternatives are shown in Figures 1-4 through Figure 1-6, including 
Alternative 6, as modified. The old cross sections for the Build Alternatives with a 
62-foot median (only Alternatives 2 and 6) are shown in Figure 1-7. The cross 
sections for the preferred alternative with a 46-foot median are shown in Figures 1-8 
and 1-9. They are titled according to their approximate location, and include the 
preliminary designs for the proposed realignment of San Juan Hollister Road east of 
Union Road. 
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Figure 1-4 Alternative 2  
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Figure 1-5 Alternative 4A
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Figure 1-6 Alternative 6 
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Figure 1-7 Typical Cross Sections (30- to 62-foot median) 
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Figure 1-8 Preferred Alternative Cross Sections
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Figure 1-9 Preferred Alternative Cross Sections 
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Chapter 2 Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, 
and Avoidance, Minimization, 
and/or Mitigation Measures 

This chapter explains the impacts that the project would have on the human, physical, 
and biological environment in the project area. It describes the existing environment 
that could be affected by the project, potential impacts from each of the alternatives, 
and proposed avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures. Indirect and 
cumulative impacts are included in the general impacts analysis and discussions in 
Chapters 2 and 3. 

As part of the preliminary scoping and environmental analysis conducted for the 
project, the following environmental issues were considered but no adverse impacts 
were identified. Consequently, there is no further discussion regarding these issues in 
this document. 

• Coastal Zone - The proposed project is not located in the coastal zone. 
• Wild and Scenic Rivers - No rivers classified as Wild and Scenic were identified 

in the proposed project area. 
• Parks and Recreation - No parks or recreation facilities were identified in the 

proposed project area. 
• Farmland/Timberlands – No timberlands are located in the proposed project area. 

Farmland impacts are discussed in Section 2.1.3, Farmlands/Timberlands.  
• Energy - Energy use during construction would not substantially affect energy 

delivery or supply. 
• Paleontology - The proposed project is entirely underlain by Quaternary 

Alluvium. This material has a low potential for the discovery of terrestrial 
vertebrate remains; therefore, no paleontological impacts are expected. If any 
vertebrate or plant fossils are found during construction, the Resident Engineer is 
required to stop construction in the discovery area within a 33-foot radius until the 
District Paleontology Coordinator reviews the discovery.  
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2.1 Human Environment 

2.1.1 Land Use  

2.1.1.1 Existing and Future Land Use 
Affected Environment 
The land use element of the San Benito County General Plan, last amended in 
December 2002, defines most land use surrounding the proposed project as 
“agriculturally productive.” This classification generally applies to prime agricultural 
lands, but may include agriculturally productive lands of any type, such as grazing 
land. Agricultural land use is discussed in greater detail in Section 2.1.3, 
Farmland/Timberland. 

Urban development is concentrated east and west of the project area in the 
incorporated cities of San Juan Bautista and Hollister. State Route 156 travels about 
one mile through the southern portion of the city limits of San Juan Bautista. The 
Alameda on the west, San Juan Hollister Road on the south, and Mission Vineyard 
Road on the east define the city limits south of State Route 156. Within this southern 
portion of San Juan Bautista, adjacent to the proposed project, approximately 20 acres 
are zoned for commercial, high-density residential, and industrial uses. This zoned 
area includes the Mission Farm RV Park (which features about 140 spaces with 
access to water, sewer, electricity, showers, and restrooms), the San Juan Inn (a 
motel), and a few single-family residences. 

Beyond the city limits, the majority of the project travels through rural-residential 
farmland with numerous farms and farming structures scattered north of the existing 
highway.  

South of the existing highway, near Flint Road, there are two small residential 
properties, one of which is the former San Justo School. Closer to Bixby Road, there 
is the Ferry-Morse Seed complex on a 112-acre parcel. These properties are 
surrounded on the south by over 600 acres of farmland. The former San Justo School 
and the Ferry-Morse Seed Complex are discussed in detail in Section 2.1.8, Cultural 
Resources. Residences are addressed in detail in Section 2.1.4, Community Impacts.  

The east end of the proposed project area includes land classified as “rural 
transitional,” which is seen as traditional rural development becoming more urban 
over time. “Rural transitional” assumes development will occur, but that it should 
adhere to rural standards. These transitional areas also buffer denser residential 
development from encroaching on exclusively agricultural areas to minimize the 
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potential premature conversion of agricultural lands to urban uses. Such transitional 
areas are usually located close to major transportation routes and existing non-
agricultural land uses, including residential and business use.  

Development at the east end of the proposed project is primarily within the 2,000 aces 
of the San Juan Oaks Golf Club. This approved future development will include 187 
single-family residences, a 200-room resort hotel, two golf courses, and commercial 
buildings. Construction is anticipated to begin late in 2010. The entrance to the San 
Juan Oaks Golf Club is approximately 900 feet south of State Route 156 on Union 
Road. 

On a regional scale, the Monterey County Land Use Plan indicates that land use west 
of the proposed project in Monterey County is primarily agricultural and sparsely 
residential. The Santa Cruz County Geographic Information System database 
indicates that southern Santa Cruz County land use northwest of the proposed project 
is primarily agricultural. 

Impacts 
The proposed project would not require nor encourage a change in the existing and 
planned land use. The proposed project requires linear strips of additional right-of-
way adjacent to the existing State Route 156. Most of the right-of-way needed is 
currently used for agricultural purposes and no residences would be acquired. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Farmland impacts are addressed in Section 2.1.3.  

2.1.1.2 Consistency with State, Regional, and Local Plans 
Affected Environment 
San Benito County  
San Benito County is classified as a non-urban area and is not required to develop a 
Congestion Management Plan. A Congestion Management Plan assures that all 
reasonably available travel demand reduction and operational management strategies 
have been adopted for the proposed project and that it is consistent with the State 
Congestion Management Plan developed for urban areas. 

The proposed project is compatible with the Regional Transportation Plan and the 
San Benito County General Plan. In 2006, the San Benito County Board of 
Supervisors and the San Benito Council of Governments passed separate resolutions 
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identifying their three top transportation priorities: widening Highways 25, 152, and 
156. 

City of San Juan Bautista 
The City of San Juan Bautista included the widening of State Route 156 to four lanes 
between The Alameda and Hollister in their General Plan as part of the expected road 
improvements needed by 2015. The road improvements are needed to meet the needs 
of future city growth and the expected increase in tourist traffic.  

City of Hollister 
The City of Hollister lists the widening of State Route 156 from two to four lanes in 
their General Plan as one of the circulation improvements assumed to be in place by 
the year 2024. The road improvement is designed to maintain or improve the current 
Levels of Service and meet future traffic demand within their city and San Benito 
County. 

Impacts 
The proposed project is listed as one of the county’s transportation goals in the 2005 
Draft Regional Transportation Plan, which sets the goals, policies, and projects for 
transportation improvements in San Benito County. However, the City of San Juan 
Bautista has expressed concerns about the proposed project in City Council 
Resolution 2000-02 and public meetings. Included are concerns that the proposed 
project would: 

• Diminish the small town atmosphere 
• Reduce farmland acreage 
• Encourage development 
• Affect city irrigation water and drainage systems 
• Negatively affect business  
• Increase noise 

The City Council of San Juan Bautista has indicated that Caltrans’ efforts to meet 
regional and interregional highway demand in the area should focus on other existing 
east/west routes; e.g., 152 and 25, or on a new alignment, such as the Farm Bureau’s 
3-in-1 Alternative.  

The proposed 3-in-1 Alternative has greater environmental impacts than the proposed 
State Route 156 project because the route requires a new alignment and right-of-way 
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acquisition that affects unique and prime farmland used for organic farming, 
wetlands, and critical habitat for endangered or threatened species. 

Improvements to State Route 152 and 25 are proposed; however, any highway 
improvement other than on State Route 156 itself would not meet the full Purpose and 
Need of the proposed project—to improve route continuity, safety, and the level of 
service of the existing State Route 156. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
There would be no business relocations or reduction in business access and/or parking 
with the proposed project. Measures to reduce impacts to farmland are discussed in 
Section 2.1.3 Farmlands/Agricultural Lands. Growth inducement is discussed in 
Section, 2.1.2 Growth. Irrigation and drainage are discussed in Section 2.2.1 
Hydrology/Floodplain. Noise impacts are discussed in Section 2.2.6.  

2.1.2 Growth 

This section addresses the relationship between the proposed project and area growth 
patterns.  

Growth inducement is defined as the relationship between the proposed project and 
growth within the project area. Factors affecting growth patterns depend on a range of 
economic forces that can be local, statewide, or even national in scope. 

Regulatory Setting 
The Council on Environmental Quality regulations, which implement the federal 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, require evaluation of the potential 
environmental consequences of all proposed federal activities and programs. This 
provision includes a requirement to examine indirect consequences, which may occur 
in areas beyond the immediate influence of a proposed action and at some time in the 
future. The Council on Environmental Quality regulations, 40 Code Federal 
Regulations 1508.8, refer to these consequences as secondary impacts. Secondary 
impacts may include changes in land use, economic vitality, and population density, 
which are all elements of growth.  

The California Environmental Quality Act also requires the analysis of a project’s 
potential to induce growth. California Environmental Quality Act guidelines, Section 
15126.2(d), require that environmental documents “…discuss the ways in which the 
proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of 
additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment…”  
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Affected Environment 
Caltrans completed a Community Impact Assessment for the proposed project in July 
2004, supplemented with additional research by Caltrans in 2006. The Community 
Impact Assessment requires an analysis of the proposed project for growth 
inducement. 

The “Land Use Goals and Objectives” of the San Benito County General Plan 
emphasize managing growth to maintain the county’s rural atmosphere, character, 
and amenities. With managed growth, a goal of balanced housing types, locations, 
and a relatively wide range of prices would accommodate families from all 
socioeconomic backgrounds. The General Plan also emphasizes a diversified 
economic base with commercial developments that are compatible with other land 
uses.  

The U.S. Census Bureau indicates the population of San Benito County has grown at 
a rapid rate. Between 1990 and 2000, the county experienced a 45.1 percent 
population increase, while the state’s increase in population was only 13.6 percent. 
Recently, the growth trend has slowed down for San Benito County and between 
2003 and 2004 only a 1.4 percent increase in the population occurred. The City of 
San Juan Bautista, on the other hand, has avoided the growth trend of the state and 
county, adding only 82 people to its population, an increase of only 5 percent between 
1990 and 2005 (see Table 2.2). 

There were 16,499 housing units in 2000 and 926 non-farm businesses in San Benito 
County. The county’s land area measures 1,389 square miles, averaging 38.3 persons 
per square mile. This compares to the state’s average of 217.2 persons per square 
mile. 

Table 2.1 displays year 2000 census data in detail for the county and state. Annual 
and 10-year population/employment trends for San Benito County far exceed the 
statewide average. 
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Table 2.1 Population Data for San Benito County and California 

Residents San Benito County California 
Population, 2001 estimate 55,098 34,501,130 
Population percent change, April 1, 2000-July 1, 2001 3.5% 1.9% 
Population, percent change, 1990 to 2000 45.1% 13.6% 
Travel time to work 16 minutes +, 2000 33.7 27.7 
Housing units, 2000 16,499 12,214,549 

Business San Benito County California 
Private non-farm establishments, 1999 926 784,935 
Private non-farm employment, 1999 10,147 12,356,363 
Private non-farm employment, percent change 1990-1999 26.1% 9.2% 

Geography San Benito County California 
Land area, 2000 (square miles) 1,389 155,959 
Persons per square mile, 2000  38.3 217.2 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau State & County Quick Facts 

Table 2.2 displays the growth trend in San Benito County and its two incorporated 
cities. Included is the percentage of employees over the age of 16 who travel outside 
San Benito County for work.  

Table 2.2 Population Data Comparison 

Residents San Benito County City of 
Hollister 

City of San 
Juan Bautista 

Population, 1990 36,697 19,212 1,570 
Population, 2000 53,234 34,413 1,549 
Population, 2005 (estimated) 55,936 35,941 1,652 

Percentage Commuting to Work 
Outside San Benito County 48.5 48.6 49.8 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau Factfinder 

Impacts 
The relationship between the proposed project and growth in the San Juan Bautista 
and Hollister areas is expected to be one of accommodating planned growth, rather 
than growth inducement.  

Most of the land adjacent to the proposed project is zoned for agricultural use. Zoning 
is under local jurisdiction and is not subject to change without a local decision. The 
proposed project would not preclude continued agricultural uses.  

The proposed project conforms to the growth-related policies of the San Benito 
County Regional Transportation Plan, the San Benito County General Plan, and the 
City of San Juan Bautista General Plan.  



Chapter 2 Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences,  
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 

38 San Benito Route 156 Improvement Project

The proposed project would not provide additional access points (driveways or 
easements) or result in zoning changes; therefore, it is doubtful that fast food 
restaurants, service stations, or lodging would result from the project. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures pertaining to growth inducement are included in the proposed 
project because there is no evidence of residential or business growth resulting from 
construction of any Build Alternative. 

2.1.3 Farmlands/Timberlands 

Regulatory Setting 
The National Environmental Policy Act and the Farmland Protection Policy Act (7 
U.S. Code 4201-4209; and its regulations, 7 Code of Federal Regulations Part 658) 
require federal agencies, such as the Federal Highway Administration, and Caltrans 
as assigned, to coordinate with the Natural Resources Conservation Service if their 
activities may irreversibly convert farmland (directly or indirectly) to nonagricultural 
use. For purposes of the Farmland Protection Policy Act, farmland includes Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Land of Statewide or Local Importance.  

The California Environmental Quality Act requires the review of projects that would 
convert Williamson Act contract land to non-agricultural uses. The main purposes of 
the Williamson Act are to preserve agricultural land and to encourage open space 
preservation and efficient urban growth. The Williamson Act provides incentives to 
landowners through reduced property taxes to deter the early conversion of 
agricultural and open space lands to other uses.  

Affected Environment 
Agriculture is the predominant land use and economic source for San Benito County. 
The California Department of Conservation reports that 76 percent or 677,238 acres 
of San Benito County’s 889,387 acres are farmland. San Benito County divides this 
classification into two density zones: agricultural productive and agricultural 
rangeland. In addition to agriculture, the county allows grazing, wildlife refuges, very 
low-density residential, mineral extraction, low-intensity recreational, and 
institutional land uses on farmland. However, according to the Natural Resources 
Conservation Services, for purposes of the Farmland Protection Policy Act, only 
86,937 acres is considered prime farmland, unique farmland, and land of statewide or 
local importance.  
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The 2002 United States Department of Agriculture Census of Agriculture (latest 
available) indicates that there are 677 farms in San Benito County with an average 
size of 854 acres. The Natural Resource Conservation Service indicates that farms in 
the proposed project area average 982 acres. San Benito County’s 2005 Crop Report 
stated that the county had approximately 30 organic growers, growing 50 different 
crops on approximately 4,000 acres. The report also stated that the county’s gross 
value of agricultural production was over $268 million. The top three crops were 
lettuce (salad), nursery stock, and miscellaneous vegetable and row crops.  

Impacts 
A Natural Resource Conservation Service Farmland Conversion Impact Rating was 
completed for the proposed project. The Natural Resource Conservation Service 
determines the relative value of farmland to be converted by using a formula that 
weighs farmland classification, soil characteristics, irrigation, acreage, creation of 
non-farmable land, availability of farm services, and other factors. The Natural 
Resource Conservation Service determined that the proposed project would convert 
farmland having a relative value between 92 and 94 out of 100 possible points under 
these criteria. Because acreage converted is only one of several factors, alternatives 
may be allotted similar points even with dissimilar acreage conversion. An additional 
94 points were factored in on the Natural Resource Conservation Service form using 
other criteria for a total impact rating ranging from 185 to 187 points for the Build 
Alternatives. The Natural Resource Conservation Farmland Conversion Impact 
Rating Form (AD 1006) was updated in June 2008 and is included in this document 
in Appendix F. The update reflects less acreage due to the narrower median width. 

Based on the California Department of Conservation, Office of Land Conservation’s 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, the proposed project is surrounded by 
Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance.  

Table 2.3 displays farmland conversion information by alternative. Alternative 4A 
would affect the least amount of property parcels and require the least amount of 
farmland (109 acres). Alternative 2 would convert the most farmland (approximately 
187 acres) and Alternative 6 would convert approximately 145 acres of farmland. 
Alternative 6 proposes using the existing State Route 156 as a frontage road with an 
unsignalized intersection at Bixby Road. This requires additional right-of-way south 
of existing State Route 156 to provide adequate distance between the frontage road 
intersection at Bixby Road (existing State Route 156) and the intersection of the 
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newly aligned State Route 156/Bixby Road. However, it eliminates all work north of 
existing State Route 156.  

Table 2.3 Farmland Conversion by Alternative 

Farmland Breakdown Alternative 2 Alternative 4A Alternative 6 
Total number of property parcels affected 16 11 17 

Total Land Converted 187 acres 109 acres 145 acres 

Prime/Unique Farmland Converted 187 acres 109 acres 145 acres 

Percent of Farmland Converted in County 0.21 0.13 0.17 

Farmland Conversion Impact Rating 186 184 185 

Source: Natural Resource Conservation Service 

Comments from the farming community disclosed that water must be pumped under 
the highway from the north side of the existing State Route 156 to the south side of 
the highway. Therefore, during construction, water pipes would have to be replaced. 
One advantage to replacing the pipes is that water release valves can be placed on the 
south side of the highway. Currently, farmers must cross the highway to regulate the 
water to the south. 

Although the No-Build Alternative would not convert any farmland, adverse impacts 
to the transport and processing of local produce may occur as projected traffic 
increases lead to delays and/or re-routing of farm equipment and produce trucks. 

Williamson Act  
According to the Natural Resource Conservation Service, the average farm size in the 
project area is 892 acres. Five parcels affected by the project are under Williamson 
Act contracts. Two farms/families appear to own all five parcels, according to the San 
Benito County property records. The Build Alternatives would not acquire enough 
farmland from any single parcel to result in the cancellation of any Williamson Act 
contracts. All the farmland under the Williamson Act affected by the project is 
considered prime farmland. Table 2.4 displays the parcels and the acreage required 
from each Williamson Act parcel with a median width of 62 feet. The acreage for the 
preferred alternative, Alternative 6, with a median width of 46 feet, is displayed in 
Table 2.4, also. The acreage affected includes the consolidated access easements east 
and west of Bixby Road, which would be acquired but titled to the property owners. 
Williamson Act parcels directly affected by the project are displayed in Figure 2-1. 
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Figure 2-1 Williamson Act Parcels Affected 
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Table 2.4 Williamson Act Properties Affected 

Estimated Acres Needed Assessor’s 
Parcel 

Number 
Acres in 
Parcel Alternative 2 Alternative 4A Alternative 6 Preferred 

Alternative 6 
018-180-004 349.16 58.13 35.67 47.77 34.63 
018-180-006 112.20 33.31 21.50 33.14 34.86 
018-180-007 382.50 18.76 12.48 18.13 10.61 
018-190-017 126.80 22.84 15.25 21.17 13.00 
018-190-019 161.19 25.91 17.71 24.09 16.47 

TOTAL 1131.85 159.25 102.61 113.57 109.57 
 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Impacts to farmland cannot be avoided, because farmland surrounds the proposed 
project area. Farmland acquisition would occur with any of the Build Alternatives.  

The Farmland Protection Policy Act requires consideration of impacts from those 
alternatives exceeding 160 points on the Natural Resource Conservation Service 
Farmland Conversion Impact Rating. Measures to minimize impacts include selecting 
the alternative with the least potential impacts that still meets the Purpose and Need 
of the project. Selection of the preferred alternative took place after the public 
circulation phase was completed. Farmland impact was a consideration in 
determining which alternatives would warrant further consideration and which 
alternatives would be withdrawn. 

After the public hearings were held and, with consideration of the public comments 
received, Caltrans selected a preferred alternative, Alternative 6. The San Benito 
Council of Governments concurred with that decision. Alternative 6 was modified to 
help minimize farmland conversion but has the potential to result in approximately 27 
acres of excess land. As part of the right-of-way process for purchasing land, Caltrans 
tries to negotiate parcel exchanges with neighboring farmers to reconfigure split 
farmland parcels for resale so that the parcels would continue to be farmed and not 
contribute further to the segmentation and conversion of farmland. Generally, when 
Caltrans resells or reconfigures land in an area zoned for agriculture as buffers or 
conservation easements, deed restrictions limiting future use to agriculture would be 
included to keep land in agricultural use in perpetuity.  

During the construction phase, farms that have their water pumped from the north 
side of State Route 156 may experience a disruption in irrigation resources while the 
pipelines are relocated, but with careful planning and cooperation between Caltrans 
and the farming community, any disruption would be avoided or minimized. 
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Cumulative Impacts  
The current San Benito County zoning maps indicate that most of the project area will 
continue to be preserved for agriculture. Most of the farmland in the project area is 
Prime and Unique Farmland. It would be impossible to build the project without 
converting farmland due to the rural nature of the project. The only option to avoid 
the conversion of farmland would be the No-Build Alternative, which does not meet 
the Purpose and Need of the project. 

Cumulative impacts to farmland are occurring as planning for the area includes new 
housing development and the infrastructure to support it. Sections of State Route 156 
west and east of the proposed project were upgraded to expressway in the late 1990s 
with some resulting conversion of farmland. A 2,000-acre approved housing 
development at the east end of the proposed project would convert up to 113 acres of 
county farmland. These projects, taken in conjunction with the other proposed 
projects in the area, would result in cumulative impacts to farmland in the area. 

Caltrans considered measures to convert fewer acres of farmland. The conversion of 
farmland was considered during the design of the intersections and frontage roads at 
Union Road by keeping the alignment as close to the new highway as permitted. 
Remnant parcels of farmland were avoided as much as possible by acquiring right-of-
way in “slivers” or linear strips of property adjacent to the existing parcels. Caltrans 
also tries to negotiate parcel exchanges with neighboring farmers to reconfigure split 
farmland parcels for resale so that the parcels could continue to be farmed and not 
contribute further to the segmentation and conversion of farmland. When possible, 
Caltrans will allow farmland to be kept in production (after purchase) until it is 
needed for construction. Caltrans would provide relocation advisory assistance to any 
person, business, farm, or non-profit organization that would be displaced, or have 
onsite investments, such as wells and irrigation systems, displaced as a result of 
acquisition of real property for public use. Relocation resources would be available to 
all displaced individuals, free of discrimination. 

The proposed project would offer a safer route for through traffic since it would 
remove slow-moving farm equipment from the main roadway by providing an 
additional travel lane or frontage roads. Frontage roads would offer a safer route for 
local traffic, farm equipment, pedestrians, and bicyclists. Farm equipment would be 
moved north and south of State Route 156 via safer intersections. Measures were 
taken to provide access to all farmland and residential properties.  
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2.1.4 Community Impacts 

2.1.4.1 Community Character and Cohesion 
A Community Impact Analysis (August 2004) was completed as part of the 
environmental review for this project. Information from the Community Impact 
Analysis has been incorporated into the following discussion. 

Regulatory Setting 
The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, established that the 
federal government use all practicable means to ensure for all Americans a safe, 
healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings [42 U.S. 
Code 4331(b)(2)]. The Federal Highway Administration in its implementation of the 
National Environmental Policy Act [23 U.S. Code 109(h)] directs that final decisions 
regarding projects be to be made in the best overall public interest. This requires 
taking into account adverse environmental impacts, such as, destruction or disruption 
of human-made resources, community cohesion, and the availability of public 
facilities and services. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act, an economic or social change by 
itself is not to be considered a significant effect on the environment. However, if a 
social or economic change is related to a physical change, then social or economic 
change may be considered in determining whether the physical change is significant. 
Since this project would result in physical change to the environment, it is appropriate 
to consider changes to community character and cohesion in assessing the 
significance of the project’s effects. 

Affected Environment  
The proposed project begins at The Alameda within the southern city limits of San 
Juan Bautista. State Route 156 separates a small portion of the City of San Juan 
Bautista from downtown. South of State Route 156, the city limit is bordered by San 
Juan Hollister Road on the south, by Mission Vineyard Road on the east, and by a 
small single-family residential development west of The Alameda.  

Within the city limits, in the southwest corner of the State Route 156/The Alameda 
intersection, is a small single–family residential development consisting of about 20 
homes (see Appendix G). Across the highway, in the northwest corner of the same 
intersection is a market, which is separated from the highway by a parking lot and a 
small strip mall. On the northwest corner of the intersection, separated from the 
highway by Nyland Road, is the San Juan Elementary School. In the southeast corner 
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of the intersection, separated from the highway by a small open field, is the San Juan 
Inn. The Mission Farm RV Park is also within the city limits of San Juan Bautista. 

Less than one mile of the five-mile project would be within the city limits of San Juan 
Bautista. The larger portion of the project travels through an area of unincorporated 
San Benito County consisting of rural residential housing, farmhouses, farm 
buildings/structures, and developed farmland. However, the City has passed several 
resolutions in the past few years against the proposed widening of State Route 156 in 
favor of another east-west route to the north. 

The City of San Juan Bautista has been designated a Preserve America Community 
and a 2008 Distinctive Destination by the National Trust for Historic Preservation. 
The city is an historical town first established by the Spaniards as part of their 
mission program and located along the El Camino Real as an important stagecoach 
stop between Los Angeles and San Francisco. The Mission San Juan Bautista remains 
active today and hosts thousands of tourists yearly. The mission is located next to the 
San Juan Bautista State Historic Park, which is part of a nationally recognized historic 
landmark. The park site includes several structures built in the 1800s and park visitors 
are offered an opportunity to gain appreciation of California history. 

Impacts  
No direct impacts to the City of San Juan Bautista are expected. No change to the city 
limits is expected, because the proposed project is not acquiring additional right-of-
way between The Alameda and Mission Vineyard Road. The project would extend 
the existing four lanes at The Alameda to Mission Vineyard Road within the state 
right-of-way, which would not make any changes to public access within the city 
limits and would not impact community cohesion. The project is not expected to 
make changes to the existing growth patterns established by the City of San Juan 
Bautista. 

Outside the city limits, given the rural nature of the area, the project is not expected to 
disrupt public access, divide neighborhoods, promote growth, or increase isolation of 
any communities. The project would not be expected to result in any reduction of 
regional transit service. No change in the quality of life is expected except a safer 
highway with safer access and intersections. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
In the past, the City of San Juan Bautista has expressed concerns that the project 
would result in adverse impacts to the rural setting and an increase in noise and air 
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pollution. Noise abatement is recommended within the city limits. A sound wall may 
be constructed with consideration for aesthetic treatment and landscaping to soften 
the view. Tree removal would be minimized. An uncongested highway, however 
would decrease air pollution, rather than increase it. 

In the rural area of the project, all Build Alternatives align to the south of the existing 
highway to reduce residential impacts. There is a potential to affect existing 
automobile and pedestrian access to residences during construction, but provisions 
would be made to limit the disruption.  

2.1.4.2 Relocations 
Regulatory Setting 
Caltrans’ Relocation Assistance Program is based on the Federal Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (as amended) and 
Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 24. The purpose of the Relocation 
Assistance Program is to ensure that persons displaced as a result of a transportation 
project are treated fairly, consistently, and equitably so that such persons will not 
suffer disproportionate injuries as a result of projects designed for the benefit of the 
public as a whole. Please see Appendix D for a summary of the Relocation Assistance 
Program.  

All relocation services and benefits are administered without regard to race, color, 
national origin, or sex in compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act (42 U.S. 
Code 2000d, et seq.). Please see Appendix C for a copy of Caltrans’ Title VI Policy 
Statement. 

Affected Environment 
Caltrans completed a Draft Relocation Impact Report in May 2004 for this project, 
and a final Relocation Impact Report was completed in June 2008. 

Impacts 
Although linear strips of right-of-way are needed along State Route 156 for the 
proposed project, the right-of-way acquisition does not result in the relocation of any 
residences or businesses. To avoid the former San Justo School, an historic structure, 
the new alignment to the south may result in the relocation of a non-residential 
building or storage shed near a residence on Flint Road, but does not require the 
relocation of the residence. At Mission Vineyard Road, one well and pump house 
would be relocated as a result of the intersection design. East of Union Road, a barn 
would also need to be relocated. 
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Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Design modifications reduced the median width of the project between The Alameda 
and Mission Vineyard Road, eliminating the need for additional right-of-way from 
properties adjacent to State Route 156 between The Alameda and Mission Vineyard 
Road. 

The project requires additional right-of-way and may result in the relocation of two 
non-residential buildings or storage sheds, a well, and a pump house. At the time of 
acquisition, when relocation would become necessary, all activities would then be 
conducted in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Act of 1970, as amended (see Appendix D).  

2.1.4.3 Environmental Justice 
Regulatory Setting 
All projects involving a federal action (funding, permits, or land) must comply with 
Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, signed by President Clinton on 
February 11, 1994. This Executive Order directs federal agencies to take the 
appropriate and necessary steps to identify and address disproportionately high and 
adverse effects of federal projects on the health or environment of minority and low-
income populations to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law. Low 
income is defined based on the Department of Health and Human Services poverty 
guidelines. For 2006, this was $20,000.00 for a family of four. 

All consideration under the Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related 
statutes have also been included in this project. Caltrans’ commitment to upholding 
the mandates of the Title VI is evidenced by its Title VI Policy Statement, signed by 
the Director, which can be found in Appendix C of the document. 

Affected Environment 
In 2004, Caltrans completed a Community Impact Assessment for the project, which 
included information from the 2000 U.S. Census and field reviews of the project area 
and surrounding communities. 

There is minimal residential development in the actual project area, but the 
community most affected by the proposed project is San Juan Bautista. The project 
begins within the city limits at the intersection of State Route 156/The Alameda 
before it travels east into San Benito County and rural residential/farmland. There are 
approximately 20 single-family residences southwest of the intersection of State 
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Route 156/The Alameda. Southeast of the intersection, but separated by a small open 
field, is the San Juan Inn, a motel. Northwest of the intersection, but separated by a 
parking lot, is a grocery store and small strip mall. Northeast of the intersection is the 
San Juan Bautista Elementary School, which has a frontage road between the school 
grounds and State Route 156. There are approximately 24 residences/farmhouses 
within the county along the existing State Route 156 between Mission Vineyard Road 
and Union Road/Mitchell Road. 

The 2000 U.S. Census reported a total population of 5,437 residents in Census Tract 
2, which includes the proposed project. There are 1,811 housing units in the census 
tract; of those, 1,168 are owner-occupied and 643 are renter-occupied. The average 
household size in owner-occupied housing units within the census tract is 2.49, and 
the average household size for renter-occupied housing units is 3.91.  

According to the Census, San Juan Bautista had a population of 1, 549 citizens and 
the 1999 median household income was $43,355.00. The majority population was 
62.3 percent White. The median household income for the County of San Benito was 
$56,319.00 in 2003, the latest year the data was provided, and the majority population 
was 65.2 percent White.  

Impacts 
No minority or low-income populations were identified within the project limits. No 
minority or low-income populations would be adversely affected by the proposed 
project. Therefore, this project is not subject to the provisions of Executive Order 
12898.  

Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation is required. 

2.1.5 Utilities/Emergency Services  

Affected Environment 
The City of San Juan Bautista does not have a city police department but is under the 
jurisdiction of the San Benito County Sheriffs Department, which has a substation 
located there. The office of the County Sheriff’s Department is located in Hollister. 
The City of Hollister has its own police department. Both cities have their own fire 
departments, which handle fires and provide emergency medical and rescue services. 
The California Highway Patrol is responsible for traffic enforcement in 
unincorporated areas of the County. 
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Utilities identified within the proposed project area include: 

• Pacific Gas and Electric power poles and associated overhead lines. Pacific Gas 
and Electric also operates a 12-inch underground high-pressure gas line in the 
project area.  

• Pacific Bell telephone poles and associated overhead lines. Pacific Bell also has 
two fiber optic lines and two copper lines in the south shoulder of the existing 
highway. 

• Charter Communications provides cable television access to the proposed project 
area. Charter has seven poles on a private easement. 

• San Benito County Water District operates a 27- to 30-inch waterline and 
associated laterals. These waterlines are located in both private easements and 
public right-of-way on the north side of the existing State Route 156 and across 
the roadway at a number of locations along the highway. Private lines, which are 
supplied by this pipeline, are also located within the easements according to the 
San Benito County Water District. 

Impacts 
The project would have a beneficial impact on fire protection, law enforcement, 
emergency, and other public services by providing a safer and upgraded highway. In 
addition, the project would increase access to the project area and facilitate faster fire 
and medical response times to emergencies in the area by providing additional travel 
lanes, passing opportunities, and improved intersection crossings. In the same way, 
public and school transportation would also benefit from the improvements proposed 
by the project.  

Construction impacts on traffic and transportation would not be substantial for any of 
the Build Alternatives because the proposed project would be aligned south of the 
existing State Route 156. If any traffic delays occur, fire protection, law enforcement, 
emergency, and other public services would be detoured to local roads.  

Construction of all the Build Alternatives would require relocation of some utility 
facilities within the project limits. An underground gas line and overhead electrical 
lines are located parallel to the existing State Route 156. Alternatives 2 and 6 propose 
using the existing State Route 156 in place as the northern frontage road, which 
would eliminate the majority of utility relocations. However, the frontage road 
intersections at Cagney, Bixby, and Mitchell roads would require the relocation of a 
portion of the overhead electrical lines and buried gas lines. Alternative 4A requires 
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the relocation of the majority of utilities, because the four-lane conventional highway 
would be constructed on new alignment south of the existing State Route 156.  

Relocating utilities may require temporary construction easements and new 
permanent easements.  

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
During construction, a Traffic Management Plan would be developed to 
accommodate local traffic patterns and reduce delay, congestion, and accidents. 
Traffic delays would be minimal because the Build Alternatives would be constructed 
on new alignment. By building the proposed project in construction phases and 
rerouting traffic to local roads, disruption to local and regional traffic would be 
minimized with all Build Alternatives.  

Relocation of aerial and underground electric, telephone, cable, and water lines would 
be coordinated with the affected utilities.  

2.1.6 Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 

Regulatory Setting 
Caltrans, as assigned by the Federal Highway Administration, directs that full 
consideration should be given to the safe accommodation of pedestrians and 
bicyclists during the development of federal-aid highway projects (see 23 Code of 
Federal Regulations 652). It further directs that the special needs of the elderly and 
the disabled must be considered in all federal-aid projects that include pedestrian 
facilities. When current or anticipated pedestrian and/or bicycle traffic presents a 
potential conflict with motor vehicle traffic, every effort must be made to minimize 
the detrimental effects on all highway users who share the facility.  

Caltrans is committed to carrying out the 1990 Americans with Disabilities Act by 
building transportation facilities that provide equal access for all persons. The same 
degree of convenience, accessibility, and safety available to the general public would 
be provided to persons with disabilities. 

Affected Environment 
Caltrans completed a Traffic Analysis Report for the proposed project in July 2006. 
The Design Hourly Volume and the Average Daily Traffic figures were updated in 
April 2008. The traffic study included analysis on turning movements at intersections. 
Intersection peak-hour turning movement counts were taken along State Route 156 at 
The Alameda, Mission Vineyard Road, Lucy Brown Lane, Bixby Road, and Union 
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Road/Mitchell Road. The intersections were evaluated using the adjusted counts in 
the level of service analysis with and without the project. The 2006 Traffic Analysis 
Report was performed for the existing conditions (2005), for the year 2011 (the 
construction year), and for the year 2030 (future conditions). Based on the 
intersection data analyzed, depending on the Build Alternative, left- and right-turn 
lanes for eastbound and westbound traffic would be needed for all Build Alternatives. 
During the Plans, Specifications, and Estimate phase of the project, final turning lanes 
and length of widening would be determined based on the final design year turning 
movements.  

Table 2.5 shows the existing conditions for eastbound and westbound traffic based on 
the 2006 Traffic Analysis Report. Average Annual Daily Traffic for both lanes 
(eastbound and westbound) totals 24,700 vehicles.  

Table 2.5 Existing Average Annual Daily Traffic 

Eastbound Traffic 
(Average Annual Daily Traffic = 12,600) 

Westbound Traffic 
(Average Annual Daily Traffic = 

12,100) 

 

Design Hourly 
Volume  

Truck 
 

Miles per 
Hour  

Design Hourly 
Volume Truck 

 
Miles per 

Hour  
AM Peak 913 8% 57 1,387 7% 56 

PM Peak 1,275 5% 49 768 9% 53 

 

Tables 2.6 and 2.7 are based on the traffic data from the 2006 Traffic Analysis 
Report. Table 2.6 shows the current and projected Level of Service (See Figure 1-3) 
at peak hours for eastbound and westbound traffic for the existing two-lane highway. 
The Level of Service indicates the quality of traffic flow, ranging from “A” (free 
flowing) to “F” (gridlock). The table also provides the average travel speed in miles 
per hour and the percent of time spent following another vehicle. 
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Table 2.6 LOS for Two-lane Highway or Existing Conditions 

LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS) 

Existing (2005) No-Build (2011) No-Build (2030) Direction 

LOS PTSF ATS LOS PTSF ATS LOS PTSF ATS 

AM E 91.6% 46.4 F 95.1% 30.2 F 96.2% 28.7 
Two-way 

PM E 89.6% 42.3 E 93.1% 31.8 F 94.8% 29.6 
AM E 90.4% 42.4 F 91.4% 31.0 F 92.8% 29.5 

Eastbound 
PM E 88.4% 40.7 E 94.0% 32.4 F 96.1% 30.0 
AM E 93.1% 45.8 F 96.3% 31.0 F 97.6% 29.5 

Westbound 
PM E 85.1% 38.8 E 92.8% 32.3 F 96.6% 27.8 

ATS = Average travel speed in miles per hour 
PTSF = Percent of time spent following (another vehicle) 

Table 2.7 shows the projected Level of Service for the proposed Build Alternatives at 
peak hours for eastbound and westbound traffic. 

Table 2.7 LOS Proposed Alternatives 

Year 2011 Year 2030 
Alternative  Eastbound 

AM Peak 
Westbound 
PM Peak 

Eastbound 
AM Peak 

Westbound 
PM Peak 

Alternative 2  
Four-lane Expressway with 

North/South Frontage Roads 
B B B B 

Alternative 4A 
Four-lane Conventional Highway B B C B 

Alternative 6 
Four-lane Expressway with 

Northern Frontage Road 
B B C B 

 

Caltrans’ Historical Traffic Data provided in April 2008 shows that traffic on the 
segment of State Route 156 between The Alameda and Union Road has increased 
substantially. In the year 1992, the average daily traffic volume totaled 14,000 
vehicles. The average daily traffic volume increased slowly to 16,000 vehicles 
through the year 1998. But by the year 1999, the average daily traffic volume had 
increased to 20,300 vehicles, and by the year 2004, 24,000 vehicles were reported on 
this segment of the highway. Currently, the average daily traffic volume totals 26,200 
vehicles with trucks making up approximately 9 percent of the total traffic volume 
during peak hours.  
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Impacts 
Based on the updated data provided in April 2008 for Design Hourly Volume and 
Average Annual Daily Traffic (number of vehicles), Table 2.8 shows the traffic 
conditions with, and without, the project for the year 2006 (existing), for the year 
2014 (the construction year), and for the year 2034 (future conditions). The Level of 
Service indicates the quality of traffic flow, ranging from “A” (free flowing) to “F” 
(gridlock).  

Table 2.8 Average Annual Daily Traffic and Level of Service  

Level of Service 
Year 

Design Hourly 
Volume 
(DHV) 

Average Annual 
Daily Traffic 
(number of 
vehicles) 

Without 
Project 

With 
Project 

2006 2,400 26,200 E N/A 
2014 2,920 29,344 F B 
2034 4,221 37,204 F C 

Based on the most current data presented, the existing two-lane conventional highway 
is operating at capacity. Without the proposed project, traffic is expected to be 
congested by the year 2014, and by the year 2034, the road would operate at a Level 
of Service F, in a congested condition with considerable delays. 

Public access is now available directly from State Route 156 to farms and residences 
north and south of the highway. Public access would continue to be available with all 
Build Alternatives via frontage road(s) or easements. The project would not have a 
negative affect on access to businesses, residences, public resources, or public 
transportation.  

No bicycle facilities currently exist in the proposed project area that would be 
adversely affected by the proposed project. None of the Build Alternatives have any 
bicycle facilities planned. However, Alternative 4A would provide wider shoulders 
for pedestrians or bicyclists to use, and Alternatives 2 and 6 propose frontage roads, 
which would offer pedestrians, bicyclists, and slower-moving traffic (trucks and farm 
equipment) a safer route. 

The project would alter traffic patterns by directing traffic on the frontage roads or 
easements to proposed intersections. However, this change in traffic patterns is 
expected to bring safer access on and off of State Route 156. The project would 
provide safer passing opportunities for traffic and reduce the conflict between slower-
moving traffic (trucks and agricultural vehicles) and passenger vehicles. By 
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correcting the compound curve, the distance a driver can see ahead would be 
improved, thereby increasing safety. The height of the roadway would be raised and 
side ditches improved to prevent flooding on the highway.  

Construction impacts on traffic and transportation would not be substantial because 
the proposed project would occur on new alignment.  

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
A comprehensive Traffic Management Plan to minimize delays will be developed 
after selection of a preferred alternative. Standard Caltrans construction practices 
include information on roadway conditions, portable changeable message signs, lane 
and road closures, advance warning signs, alternate routes, reverse and alternate 
traffic control, and a traffic contingency plan for unforeseen circumstances and 
emergencies. Prior to construction, Caltrans will meet with local public officials to 
review the plan as well as publicize plan details. Construction may be scheduled to 
avoid areas that need access during certain seasons, such as harvest season. 

2.1.7 Visual/Aesthetics 

Regulatory Setting 
The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, establishes that the 
federal government use all practicable means to ensure all Americans safe, healthful, 
productive, and aesthetically (emphasis added) and culturally pleasing surroundings 
[42 U.S. Code 4331(b)(2)]. To further emphasize this point, the Federal Highway 
Administration in its implementation of the National Environmental Policy Act [23 
U.S. Code 109(h)] directs that final decisions regarding projects are to be made in the 
best overall public interest taking into account adverse environmental impacts, 
including among others, the destruction or disruption of aesthetic values. 

Likewise, the California Environmental Quality Act establishes that it is the policy of 
the State to take all action necessary to provide the people of the state 
“with…enjoyment of aesthetic, natural, scenic and historic environmental qualities.” 
[CA Public Resources Code Section 21001(b)] 

Affected Environment 
Caltrans completed a Draft Visual Impact Assessment in June 2004, which was 
updated in November 2004. Another updated Visual Impact Assessment was 
completed in May 2007.  
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The importance of preserving “the look and feel” of the San Juan Bautista area and 
the local community’s sensitivity to the aesthetic character of the region have been 
identified by several city and county policies and planning documents. The San Juan 
Bautista 1998 General Plan, especially the Community Design Element, the Historic 
San Juan Bautista Plan 2002, and the San Juan Bautista Municipal Code all affirm 
long-range goals, objectives, and policies for protection of visual resources that 
strengthen the identity of the city, and sustain quality of life. Community members 
have identified the following scenic qualities and landscape resources as being valued 
in the visual character of the region: 

• Expansive views of open space, distant hills, and night sky observation 
• The natural world is readily apparent (varied terrain, oaks, and grassy hills)  
• Rural environment including agriculture and ranching 
• Historic town atmosphere 

The San Juan Bautista community has defined an aesthetic identity for itself, but that 
identity is within the wider context of neighboring Hollister and surrounding San 
Benito County. The transportation needs and aesthetic sensitivities of the regional 
population are also affected.  

The project setting consists mainly of flat open space, with farm row crops or 
orchards bordered by distant hills, and of scattered rural residential development, with 
denser suburban, commercial, and light industrial development near downtown San 
Juan Bautista and Hollister. The highway is also a major component of the view. A 
typical pattern of oak and grass-covered hillsides combined with agricultural land 
uses creates a predominately rural feeling and characterizes the region’s scenic 
beauty. 

Impacts 
Construction of any of the Build Alternatives proposed for the project would result in 
alteration of the rural agricultural character in general and may lessen the visual 
compatibility with the existing surroundings. 

The proposed new lanes, intersections, and raised profile would be placed in the 
context of an existing highway with similar features at each end. Initially, their 
contrast with the existing two-lane road would be very high and most notable to local 
residents familiar with the route. Other motorists will have less sensitivity to elements 
in the highway environment, especially if they are unfamiliar with the area or are 
commuters passing through. Multiple lanes are a common sight along State Route 
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156 and would not be unduly noted by most drivers. Truck drivers and commercial 
travelers would be expected to have the lowest sensitivity to the proposed project and 
would tend to view it from an improved safety perspective rather than an aesthetic 
one. However, inclusion of the proposed median strip, frontage roads, and drainage 
channels would make the proposed footprint of any of the three project alternatives 
considerably wider than other segments of the route. 

The proposed project would raise the road’s elevation up to five feet to protect the 
highway from flooding. Such a change could be seen from multiple locations, angles, 
and distances. The elevated profile would be more noticeable to surrounding 
neighbors, especially those positioned below on the flat valley floor. The quality of 
their view may decrease because the raised profile would block the horizon line. 
Grading for drainage channels would result in a loss of cultivated land and would 
contrast with both the existing elevation of the level agricultural terrain and the higher 
road section.  

The higher vantage point of the raised profile would give motorists better access to 
panoramic views. The proposed project would not block highway users’ views of the 
surrounding hills, which contribute greatly to the scenic quality of the corridor. 
However, motorists would also view a much wider expanse of pavement and human-
made elements, and visual proximity to foreground details of agricultural planting 
would become more distant. Expressways are typically fenced to prevent public 
access, which would also place a human-made element between the viewer and the 
agricultural fields. 

Local residents, especially those with homes on or near the existing route or proposed 
alignment, are very sensitive to the visual quality of their neighborhood and are likely 
to have a negative impression of the proposed changes. A diminished view of farms, 
the loss of vegetation, and the addition of a substantial width of pavement and related 
human-made structures, such as signs and utilities, into an area with moderate to low 
previous encroachments would result in an overall loss of rural character. Homes in 
the project area would be preserved by the proposed alternatives, so characteristic 
views of rural farms or historic structures such as the former Ferry-Morse Seed 
Company, the Breen Adobe, and the former San Justo School would still exist. 

The views from the new highway looking north, east, and west toward the former 
schoolhouse (now a residence) are screened along the rear and side property lines by 
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dense vegetation, outbuildings, and fences, so there are no notable existing views of 
the former schoolhouse building from these vantage points. 

The San Juan Bautista General Plan, Community Design Element, specifically cites 
the visual benefit of the mature redwood trees buffering the Mission Farm RV Park. 
The potential sound wall bordering the Mission Farm RV Park would partially block 
motorists’ view of these trees but no trees would be removed. Reconfiguration of the 
Union Road/Mitchell Road intersection would result in the loss of some scattered 
vegetation, and the realignment of the San Juan-Hollister frontage road east of Union 
Road would result in a cut slope along the hillside. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Design changes have narrowed the median width between The Alameda and Mission 
Vineyard Road to minimize impacts to trees for all alternatives.  

Visual mitigation seeks to preserve or enhance existing scenic qualities, frame 
desirable vistas, screen or distract from undesirable views, use forms and materials 
that relate well to existing elements, and apply aesthetic treatments that fit the visual 
character of the area. Each type of impact, its location, and potential cumulative 
impacts determine which measures would be most effective in reducing the impacts. 

Based on the visual quality assessment of the proposed alternatives and local 
community planning guidelines, the following measures would be incorporated into 
the final project design for all proposed alternatives: 

• Grading would be minimized as much as possible to preserve existing vegetation, 
especially to avoid the loss of mature trees. 

• A sound wall, if built, would match the aesthetic of the other Mission-style noise 
barriers in the area. However, landscaping in front of the wall may not be possible 
due to space limitations. 

• New fencing, where required, would be consistent with existing fencing in rural 
areas.  

• Traffic signage would be limited to the greatest extent possible and obsolete signs 
would be removed. 

• Any proposed light fixtures would be shielded to help preserve dark, night-sky 
views and low-pressure sodium lighting is preferred.  

• Landscaping, including scattered skyline trees, would be planted where 
appropriate to distract from the visibility and dominance of wide-paved expanses 
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and as needed to unify the region’s distinct visual identity. Landscape planting 
would not block major views of agricultural fields or distant mountains. 

• Planting would include a variety of sizes of plant material to increase the density 
of cover and screen more quickly and to lend a more mature blended appearance 
to the overall project.  

• Signature landscape planting at “entry” points would emphasize the sense of 
arrival or departure from the San Juan Bautista community. 

• Medians would be left unpaved and would be seeded with low-growing grasses 
and wildflowers.  

• Intersection slopes, drainage channels, and areas adjacent to frontage roads would 
be similarly seeded and left to grow into a natural and rural appearance. 

Cumulative Impacts  
State Route 156 was built in 1961 as a two-lane conventional highway with the 
concept that two additional lanes would be added at some future date. Since then, the 
route has undergone many changes near the project area: an interchange for State 
Routes 101/156 was constructed; a two-mile segment of State Route 156 was 
expanded to a four-lane expressway from State Route 101 to Monterey Street in San 
Juan Bautista; west of the project limits, the route was widened from two lanes to four 
lanes with a concrete median; and in 2005 an additional concrete barrier was placed 
along the same stretch. In 2002, turn lanes and the entrance to Rocks Road was 
altered; in 1996, the Hollister Bypass was constructed to the east; and Union Road 
was constructed to facilitate residential development south of Hollister and State 
Route 156. Further improvements to the intersection of Union Road and Mitchell 
Road are under consideration. 

The cumulative effect of multiple previous transportation projects would become 
more noticeable with this latest proposed change to the five-mile stretch of State 
Route 156, which is the only remaining two-lane section of the original rural 
highway. San Benito County’s transition from a rural county to a more urbanized 
county has placed tremendous pressure on the county’s transportation system. Two-
lane undivided rural highways that were used primarily for the movement of 
agricultural equipment and goods are now carrying large numbers of suburban 
commuters. 

Most viewers unfamiliar with the area would perceive the project as just another part 
of the route because the project would look like the existing expressways at either end 
of the project limits. Changes to the intactness of the view outside the confines of the 
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existing highway edge, such as the loss of farmland or blocking of distant view by 
development, are most likely to contribute to a decrease in the scenic rural character 
of the area, especially when combined with the expected sensitivity of local viewers 
of the roadway and surrounding neighbors. 

2.1.8 Cultural Resources 

Regulatory Setting 
“Cultural resources” as used in this document refers to all historical and 
archaeological resources, regardless of significance. Laws and regulations dealing 
with cultural resources include the following. 

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, sets forth national 
policy and procedures regarding historic properties, defined as districts, sites, 
buildings, structures, and objects included in or eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places. Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires federal 
agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on such properties and 
to allow the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation the opportunity to comment 
on those undertakings, following regulations issued by the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (36 Code of Federal Regulations Part 800). On January 1, 2004, 
a Section 106 Programmatic Agreement among the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation, the Federal Highway Administration, the State Office of Historic 
Preservation, and Caltrans went into effect for Caltrans projects, both state and local, 
with Federal Highway Administration involvement. The Programmatic Agreement 
implements the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s regulations, 36 Code of 
Federal Regulations Part 800, streamlining the Section 106 process and delegating 
certain responsibilities to Caltrans. The Federal Highway Administration’s 
responsibilities under the agreement have been assigned to Caltrans as part of the 
Surface Transportation Delivery Pilot Program (23 Code of Federal Regulations 773) 
(July 1, 2007). 

Historic properties may also be covered under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation Act, which regulates the “use” of land from historic properties.  

Historical resources are considered under the California Environmental Quality Act, 
as well as California Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, which established the 
California Register of Historical Resources. Section 5024 of the Public Resources 
Code requires State agencies to identify and protect State-owned resources that meet 
listing criteria for the National Register of Historic Places.  
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Affected Environment 
Caltrans prepared a Historic Property Survey Report and supporting technical 
documents in November 2002 and forwarded them to Federal Highway 
Administration for processing and transmittal to the State Office of Historic 
Preservation. The State Office of Historic Preservation concurred with the eligibility 
determinations documented in the Historical Property Survey Report (See Appendix 
E, State Office of Historic Preservation Concurrence Letters). In accordance with the 
implementing regulations for Section 106, Caltrans, as assigned by the Federal 
Highway Administration, has prepared a finding of effect report in consultation with 
the State Office of Historic Preservation. The State Historic Preservation Officer 
concurred with Caltrans’ finding of no adverse effect in March 2008 (See Appendix 
E). 

The area of potential effect for the San Benito 156 Improvement Project extends from 
the intersection of State Route 156 and The Alameda eastward to just beyond the 
intersection of State Route 156 and Union Road/Mitchell Road. The area of potential 
effect represents the area within which the proposed project has the potential to affect, 
whether directly or indirectly, significant archaeological or built-environment 
resources.  

Archaeology 
The archaeological area of potential effect encompasses the anticipated ground-
disturbing activities for all of the project alternatives and includes all construction 
areas, equipment staging and material storage areas, easements, and areas where 
additional right-of-way is needed. A 100-foot buffer around the outer limits of these 
zones is also included within the archaeological area of potential effect to 
accommodate minor design changes.  

The archaeological resources investigation was designed to locate previously 
recorded sites, survey the project vicinity for previously undiscovered historic and 
prehistoric archaeological sites, and collect archival information from various 
facilities. All prehistoric archaeological site records for the Chittenden, San Felipe, 
Three Sisters, San Juan Bautista, Hollister, and Tres Pinos 7.5’ U.S. Geological 
Survey quadrangles were obtained to look at regional patterns. The investigation also 
included consultation with several Native American tribes/communities regarding 
project findings, sacred lands, and special tribal concerns. 
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Thirteen archaeological surveys have been conducted within the project’s area of 
potential effect since 1973, resulting in no prehistoric archaeological sites being 
discovered. In 1999, archaeological consultants from the Archaeological Research 
Center, California State University, Sacramento, conducted an archaeological field 
inventory of the project’s area of potential effect. In 1999 and 2007, Caltrans 
archaeologists conducted additional surveys due to design modifications. In 2001, 
Caltrans conducted a Historic Study Report and an Extended Phase I Archaeological 
Study of the John Breen Adobe. Also in 2001, Foothill Resources, Ltd. and the 
Anthropological Studies Center, Sonoma State University, conducted a Historic 
Study Report/Phase II Archaeological Evaluation of the Breen Road Site.  

In 2003, Caltrans contracted with Far Western Anthropological Research Group, Inc., 
to conduct a geo-archaeological study of the southern Santa Clara, Hollister, and San 
Juan valleys in Santa Clara and San Benito counties in an effort to obtain information 
on the potential of discovering buried archaeological deposits that might be present in 
the area of potential effect.  

None of the research or surveys identified the presence of archaeological resources in 
the archaeological area of potential effect for the project. 

Historic Properties 
The architectural area of potential effect includes not only the area delineated by the 
archaeological area of potential effect, but also parcels (or portions of parcels) 
occupied by buildings and structures constructed in 1954 or earlier. Thirty-four 
properties were constructed prior to 1955 and the remaining properties were 
constructed after 1960. All of the historic-period resources within the limits of the 
architectural area of potential effect were evaluated for eligibility for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places. 

Identification of historic properties involved review and study of pertinent literature 
to date, including updates of National Register listings and appropriate inventories, as 
well as consultation with the San Benito County Historical Society and Mission San 
Juan Bautista. A records and literature search of the files at the Northwest 
Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information System was 
initially conducted in 1999. The record search area encompassed the project’s area of 
potential effect as well as a one-mile radius beyond the area of potential effect. In 
2003, an additional record search was conducted as part of the geo-archaeological 
study of the Southern Santa Clara, Hollister, and San Juan valleys.  
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Through a combination of this archival research, field investigations, and analysis, 
seven historic properties were identified. They are listed here in order of their 
occurrence, from west to east and are shown in Figure 2-2:  

• The Benjamin Wilcox House, at 315 The Alameda, was listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places in February 1982. It is listed under Criterion C and at 
the local level of significance for its architectural merit as a representative of the 
Gothic Revival style of the late 1850s and a method of construction that combined 
timber framing with balloon framing, as well as an example of the work of a local 
master, George Chalmers. 

• The Frank M. Avilla, Sr., House, at 411 The Alameda, was determined eligible 
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places on June 9, 2003, under 
Criterion C and at the local level of significance, for its architectural merit as an 
unusual example of the Craftsman style. 

• The John Breen Adobe, at 120 Nyland Drive, was determined eligible for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places on June 9, 2004 under Criterion B and 
at the local level of significance, for its association with John Breen and his 
family, and under Criterion C, at the local level of significance, as an example of 
a mid-19th century adobe ranch house. The residential landscaping surrounding 
the John Breen Adobe is considered an element that contributes to the resource’s 
eligibility. In 1989, the John Breen Adobe was found eligible as an individual 
resource and as an element of a “John Breen Farm historic district.” Additional 
research conducted in connection with the San Benito 156 Improvement Project, 
however, revealed that there was no justification for delineating a historic district, 
and the eligibility determination for the district was accordingly reversed on June 
9, 2003 (the adobe remains eligible as an individual resource.) 

• The former Ferry-Morse Seed Company complex at 2191 San Juan Hollister 
Road (State Route 156), was determined eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places on June 9, 2003, under Criterion A, at the statewide 
level of significance. It is listed as a highly intact example of a significant 
production facility for one of the most important seed producers on the Pacific 
Coast during its era of significance (1910-1949). It is also eligible under Criterion 
C, at the local level of significance, for its association with renowned local 
architect, William Binder. 

• The former San Justo School at 2981 San Juan Hollister Road (State Route 156), 
was determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places on 
June 9, 2003. The school was built in 1923, used from 1923 to 1968 (the period of 
significance), and is now a private residence. The school building is eligible at the 
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local level of significance under Criterion C, because it embodies the distinctive 
characteristics of the Spanish Colonial Revival style and because it represents the 
work of a local master architect, Ralph Wyckoff. 

• The Mitchell Fruit Farm, at 3680 San Juan Hollister Road (State Route 156), was 
determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places on June 
9, 2003, at the local level of significance, under Criterion A for its association 
with the development of the apricot industry in San Benito County, and under 
Criterion C as a representative example of an early apricot-processing facility. 

• The Tebbetts Orchard/Nutting Property at 5070 San Juan Hollister Road (State 
Route 156) was determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places on June 9, 2003, at the local level of significance, under Criterion C for its 
architectural merit as an example of a rare double tankhouse type.  
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Figure 2-2 Historic Properties Map 



Chapter 2 Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences,  
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measure 

San Benito Route 156 Improvement Project 65

Impacts 
Archaeology 
No impacts to archaeological resources are anticipated in connection with any of the 
proposed alternatives currently under discussion. Based on all available background 
information, previous studies within the area, and a geo-archaeological study of the 
project area, archaeological properties are not likely to be discovered during 
construction of this project. 

Historic Properties 
Ten Build Alternatives were developed and studied for the proposed project. All ten 
required purchasing new right-of-way from the northernmost edge of the 112.2-acre 
parcel occupied by the historic Ferry-Morse Seed Company complex. Seven of the 
ten Build Alternatives were withdrawn because they did not avoid historic properties 
or they were not prudent and/or feasible. The three remaining Build Alternatives 
reflect Caltrans’ efforts to avoid and minimize impacts to historic properties. 

The proposed project would acquire a linear strip of land, a maximum width of 400 
feet, at the northernmost edge of the former Ferry-Morse Seed Company parcel. Over 
70 percent of the parcel would remain untouched, including the historic Ferry-Morse 
Seed Company complex and all the buildings in the complex. Alternative 2 would 
require approximately 33.4 acres; Alternative 4A would require 21.0 acres; and 
Alternative 6 would require 30.3 acres. Based on public comments received, 
Alternative 6 was modified: the intersection north of the existing State Route 156 was 
eliminated; the new alignment was extended to the west before curving north; and the 
median was reduced from 62 feet to 46 feet. The total acreage from this parcel totals 
34.86 acres, but includes a 60-foot easement adjacent to the state right-of-way fence. 
This easement would be purchased from the property owner, but titled back to the 
owner for an access easement. 

Caltrans has applied the Criteria of Adverse Effect set forth in 36 Code of Federal 
Regulations Section 800.5(a)(1), taking into account the views provided by consulting 
parties and the public to evaluate any effects the proposed project would have on the 
seven properties identified as eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 
Public concerns expressed since the project was initiated have focused on preserving 
the rural character of the San Juan Valley area in general, and on preserving the 
former San Justo School, in particular.  
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Caltrans has determined, as a whole, the proposed project would have no adverse 
effect. Specifically, the proposed project would have no adverse effect on the Ferry-
Morse Seed Company, and no effect on the following six properties: the Benjamin 
Wilcox House; the Frank M. Avilla, Sr. House; the John Breen Adobe; the San Justo 
School; the Tebetts Orchard/Nutting Property; and the Mitchell Fruit Farm. 

In April 2007, Caltrans consulted with the State Office of Historic Preservation 
regarding a potential de minimis impact to one of the historic properties, the Ferry-
Morse Seed Company. Caltrans proposed a reduction in the historic property 
boundary from the 112-acre legal property parcel to the more appropriate perimeter of 
a smaller 18-acre portion of the legal parcel, which is the portion occupied by the two 
dozen buildings making up the seed-processing complex. The State Office of Historic 
Preservation concurred with the new boundary determinations documented in the 
Caltrans correspondence dated April 27, 2007 (See Appendix E). 

Caltrans submitted a Findings of Effect for the project to the State Office of Historic 
Preservation in February 2008. The determination was a Finding of No Adverse 
Effect for the San Benito 156 Improvement Project. The State Office of Historic 
Preservation concurred with a Finding of No Adverse Effect determination on March 
24, 2008 (See Appendix E). 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Archaeology 
If cultural materials are discovered during construction, all earth-moving activity 
within and around the immediate discovery area will be diverted until a qualified 
archaeologist can assess the nature and significance of the find. 

If human remains are discovered during construction, State Health and Safety Code 
Section 7050.5 states that further disturbances and activities will cease in any area or 
nearby area suspected to overlie remains, and the County Coroner contacted. Pursuant 
to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, if the remains are thought to be Native 
American, the coroner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission, which 
will then notify the Most Likely Descendent. At this time, the person who discovered 
the remains would contact the Central Coast Specialist Branch, San Luis Obispo, so 
that they may work with the Most Likely Descendent on the respectful treatment and 
disposition of the remains. Further provisions of Public Resources Code Section 
5097.98 are to be followed as applicable. 
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Historic Properties 
All three proposed Build Alternatives reduce the Section 106 impacts as much as 
possible while still meeting the project Purpose and Need. Ten Build Alternatives 
were developed and studied for the proposed project, but seven were withdrawn 
because they did not avoid the historic properties or they were not prudent and/or 
feasible. The three remaining Build Alternatives reflect Caltrans’ efforts to avoid and 
minimize impacts to historic properties.  

2.2 Physical Environment 

2.2.1 Hydrology and Floodplain 

Regulatory Setting 
Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management) directs all federal agencies to 
refrain from conducting, supporting, or allowing actions in floodplains unless it is the 
only practicable alternative. Requirements for compliance are outlined in 23 Code of 
Federal Regulations Part 650 Subpart A.  

To comply, the following must be analyzed:  

• The practicability of alternatives to any longitudinal encroachments 
• Risks of the action  
• Impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values  
• Support of incompatible floodplain development  
• Measures to minimize floodplain impacts and to preserve/restore any beneficial 

floodplain values affected by the project 

The base floodplain is defined as “the area subject to flooding by the flood or tide 
having a one percent chance of being exceeded in any given year.” An encroachment 
is defined as “an action within the limits of the base floodplain.” 

Affected Environment 
Caltrans has conducted several preliminary hydraulic studies for the project. The most 
recent Location Hydraulic Study was conducted in February 2004 to identify and 
evaluate the base floodplain within the limits of the proposed project and address the 
flow of water as it affects the state highway, the base floodplain, and the surrounding 
area.  
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The U.S. Geological Survey classifies the proposed project area as the Central 
California Coastal Region Pajaro Watershed. This area of land, which drains across 
State Route 156, originates in the foothills and flows through the floor of the San Juan 
Valley on its way to the San Benito River. Three distinct sub-basins in the watershed 
drain across State Route 156.  

The San Juan Canyon sub-basin and measures approximately 10.5 square miles and is 
drained by the San Juan Creek. As the creek approaches the highway and city of San 
Juan Bautista, it is channeled, piped, and re-routed through the developed area. 
Caltrans Location Hydraulics Study describes the San Juan Creek as about four times 
too narrow to carry large floods and the entire area has been subject to severe 
flooding. However, according to the San Benito County Water District, the San Juan 
Creek channel was rerouted during the mid-1950s when State Route 156 was 
realigned. The creek originally crossed the current highway route at an angle. During 
the realignment construction, a new channel parallel to the highway was constructed, 
which included a new bridge crossing for the channel. The realignment created a 
berm across the floodplain, which, according to the Water District, reduced the 
channel cross section available for flow. The creek is not typically enclosed in a 
pipeline with the exception of crossing culverts at some roadway locations. The San 
Juan Creek passes on the outskirts of the developed area of San Juan Bautista, 
through farmland, which acts as the channel floodway during peak flow events. The 
San Benito County Water District states the existing State Route 156 encroaches on 
the floodplain. 

According to the 2004 Location Hydraulic Study, the second sub-basin is the San 
Andreas Rift Zone, which measures approximately 12 square miles. This sub-basin 
starts at an elevation of approximately 2,700 feet near the Monterey County line and 
also runs in a northwesterly direction towards its ultimate destination, the San Benito 
River (no named creek is depicted on the U.S. Geological Survey topography map). 
As it approaches the valley floor, farming has obliterated the river’s tributaries. On 
the south side of State Route 156, water no longer drains and collects in the 
McCormick-Selph Lake. A levee has been constructed south of, and parallel, to State 
Route 156 along property lines. Water has been channeled via ditches and re-diverted 
westward to San Juan Creek. A row of telephone stumps running in a southeasterly 
direction towards Mission Vineyard Road at one time marked the last remnant of the 
natural channel.  
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The third sub-basin is the flatland north of the highway, which measures 
approximately 4.3 square miles. Water has historically drained toward the San Benito 
River and, therefore, away from the highway. Farming operations have altered this 
flow at several locations causing storm water to occasionally drain toward the 
highway. However, the San Benito County Water District disagrees with the Caltrans 
study and states the drainage direction is incorrect.  

The San Benito County Water District states that the flatland north of State Route 156 
between Lucy Brown Lane and Mitchell Road has a natural slope to the west and 
south, and in some locations, the runoff is directed toward State Route 156, but runoff 
does not flow north toward the San Benito River. The District further states that this 
condition (flow toward the highway) is naturally occurring and has not resulted from 
any agricultural land grading because the eastern San Juan Basin valley floor is 
shaped similar to a half-bowl opening to the west. The highest elevations are along 
the San Bento River, the edge of the valley floor near Mitchell Road, and along the 
edge of the San Andreas Rift Zone. The lowest relative elevations are located south of 
State Route 156. A drainage ditch, which discharges into the San Juan Creek, has 
been cut in the low elevations south of State Route 156. Runoff does not flow directly 
north toward the river because natural topography adjacent to the river generally 
directs valley storm water runoff southward and away from the river. The slope of the 
valley is generally westerly in the higher elevations at the east end of the valley. The 
District states that some runoff would flow southwesterly toward State Route 156 
between Flint Road and Bixby Road based on natural topography, however, and just 
west of Bixby Road, the natural topography directs flow to the west-northwest. 
Overland flow in the areas north of State Route 156 would generally be moving away 
from the highway in the areas west of Lucy Brown Road, and would continue and 
flow roughly parallel to the San Benito River until they reach the San Juan Creek, 
which discharges into the Pajaro River. The westward flows are intercepted by the 
highest elevation north-south roadways (local roads) where they may pond and either 
flood the roadway or flow southward along the roadway. Some of these flows reach 
State Route 156.  

Both Caltrans and the San Benito County Water District agree that this area has a 
long history of flooding. The two entities disagree with whether the leveling of 
farmland and hydrologic changes related to agricultural land use have altered the 
natural drainage patterns of the area and compounded flooding. It is not the intention 
of Caltrans to blame the current flooding problems on farming practices, but during 
the public meetings, several local residents relayed stories about how the streambeds 
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were grubbed and graded by property owners and how tractors were driven under the 
bridge to cross the highway. 

During the rainy season, some water appears to be intentionally drained to the 
highway by farmers, and creek beds have been destroyed in the lower elevations to 
maximize the amount of available farmland. These hydrologic changes, along with 
vegetation growth, choke the flow of water downstream of the San Juan Creek 
Bridge. The resulting backwater suppresses the flow of water in the area southeast of 
the Mission Vineyard Road/State Route 156 intersection. Water collects at the lowest 
ground elevation of 194 feet. The extremely high water table limits the depth of 
potential water storage basins, and a shallow impervious clay layer limits downward 
percolation. This action has resulted in extensive ponding (flooding) at the highway 
between Mission Vineyard Road and Lucy Brown Lane. 

Flooding has been observed on a regular basis along the north side of the existing 
State Route 156. There is no consistent ditch and culvert system to convey water that 
is collected along the north side of the roadway. 

Impacts 
Caltrans does not consider the proposed project to constitute a significant floodplain 
encroachment as defined in 23 Code of Federal Regulations, Section 650.105(q). No 
impact to the floodplain is expected. This project is within an area described by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency as a floodplain, but with careful hydraulic 
engineering, the proposed project would not increase the base flood backwater 
elevations. The project would not support incompatible floodplain development, and 
there would be no substantial impact on natural and beneficial floodplain values. 
However, the risk of flood damage to adjacent property would continue because pre-
construction hydrologic patterns would not be modified by the proposed project.  

Floodplain mapping is located in the Location Hydraulic Study, which is available 
during the circulation period identified on the inside cover of this document and in 
Appendix K. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Once construction details are prepared, a detailed hydraulic analysis will assess any 
changes in profile grade and/or the widening of the highway profile that could result 
in changes to the existing flood zones. The information provided by the San Benito 
County Water District has been taken into consideration and will be put to 
constructive use. Caltrans intends to raise the highway profile above floodwater level 
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and to remove highway runoff. This would make the highway safe from flooding, but 
would not correct regional flooding problems. New cross-culverts would be required 
between Mission Vineyard Road and Lucy Brown Lane to mimic current flooding 
patterns now occurring at the highway. This project should also include the 
installation of a sufficient number of additional cross culverts to safely pass all water 
with the potential to back up against any proposed new alignments.  

All highway drainage would be disposed of via a new drainage collection system, and 
all offsite water would flow per the existing drainage patterns. The proposed sound 
wall would require special floodplain engineering consideration once sound wall 
placement is determined. 

2.2.2 Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff 

Regulatory Setting 
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act requires water quality certification from the State 
Water Resources Control Board or from a Regional Water Quality Control Board 
when the project requires a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit to dredge or fill 
within a water of the United States.   

Along with Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, Section 402 of the Clean Water Act 
establishes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit for the 
discharge of any pollutant into waters of the United States. The federal 
Environmental Protection Agency has delegated administration of the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System program to the State Water Resources 
Control Board and nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards. The State Water 
Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control Boards also regulate 
other waste discharges to land within California through the issuance of waste 
discharge requirements under authority of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act.  

The State Water Resources Control Board has developed and issued a statewide 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit to regulate storm water 
discharges from all Caltrans activities on its highways and facilities. Caltrans 
construction projects are regulated under the statewide permit, and projects performed 
by other entities on Caltrans right-of-way (encroachments) are regulated by the State 
Water Resources Control Board’s Statewide General Construction Permit. All 
construction projects require a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan to be prepared 
and implemented during construction. 
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Affected Environment 
Caltrans completed a Water Quality Assessment Report (April 2003) for the proposed 
project, which was updated in June 2007. The quality of water in an area depends 
upon several factors, including topography, geology, soils, groundwater, land use, 
climate, and precipitation. 

This project area lies within the Coast Ranges Geomorphic Province in the San 
Benito Valley. Elevation at roadway level within the valley ranges from 195 to 250 
feet. The San Andreas Rift Zone, the Gabilan Range, and the Diablo Range border the 
San Benito Valley. The surrounding mountains are oriented from northwest to 
southeast with elevations ranging from 2,000 to 5,000 feet.  

Groundwater ranges from 10 to 35 feet below ground surface. Due to poor soil 
conditions and the presence of intermittent clay layers, drainage or infiltration is poor, 
causing waterlogged conditions. 

No complete characterization of groundwater quality has been found in the published 
literature; however, incomplete water quality analysis indicates that the groundwater 
in the sub basin is somewhat hard and contains significant concentrations of sulfate 
and chloride. The ground water management plan for the San Benito County part of 
the Gilroy-Hollister groundwater basin states the groundwater quality is marginally 
acceptable for potable and irrigation use. Water quality constituents of greatest 
concern were salinity, nitrate, boron, and hardness. 

In regards to the current storm water drainage facilities, according to the San Benito 
County Water District, storm water from agricultural lands north of State Route 156 
typically flows south toward a constructed earth channel that discharges into the San 
Juan Creek near the San Juan Creek bridge over State Route 156. A culvert that is 18 
inches in diameter crosses State Route 156 slightly east of Mission Vineyard Road. 
This culvert connects the drainage on the north side of the highway with the channel 
carrying the flows from the south side of the highway. Runoff from the north side of 
the highway typically flows through this culvert to the south and enters San Juan 
Creek. However, runoff can flow either direction in the culvert depending on the 
relative water surface elevations on the north and south side of the roadway. There is 
another existing cross culvert on State Route 156 between Mission Vineyard Road 
and Flint Road, located just east of the former San Justo School. Crossing culverts are 
subject to blockage due to siltation from heavy sediment loads during storms. 
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Impacts 
The project would not be expected to have short- or long-term impacts to surface 
water quality, because storm water runoff would not be directly discharged to a 
receiving water. In addition, short- and long-term impacts to groundwater would also 
not be expected because storm water runoff would likely be of better quality than the 
groundwater underlying the project area. 

Total approximate acreage of new impervious (paved) surfaces as a result of the 
proposed project is provided in Table 2.9. The paved acreage for the existing State 
Route 156 within the project limits (post miles 3.0 to R8.2) is approximately 31 acres, 
and is included in the total paved area in acres.  

Table 2.9 Anticipated Paved Acreage and Storm Water Volumes 

Alternative  
Anticipated Paved Acreage and Storm Water Volumes  

2 4A 6 
Total length in miles 5.2 5.2 5.2 
Total paved area in acres 88 54.6 78.0 
Approximate Water Quality Volume in acre feet 3.48 1.96 2.83 

Approximate Storm Water Quality Flow in Cubic Feet/Second (cfs) 13.2 cfs 7.5 cfs 10.8 cfs 

cfs=cubic feet per second 

In addition, the report completed for this project indicated that short-term surface 
water quality impacts are expected during construction but no groundwater impacts 
are expected. The short-term surface water quality impacts could include: 

• Increases in sediments, turbidity (clarity), and total dissolved solids 
• Toxicity due to chemical substances originating from construction activities 
• Inadequate storm water drainage 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
During construction, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan would be implemented 
to help identify the sources of sediments and other pollutants that affect the quality of 
storm water discharges. This plan would also describe and ensure the implementation 
of Best Management Practices to reduce or eliminate sediment and other pollutants in 
storm water as well as non-storm water discharges. By incorporating proper and 
accepted engineering practices and Best Management Practices, the proposed project 
would have minimal impacts to water quality during construction. Project-specific 
storm water Best Management Practices would be selected during the development of 
the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, and are designed to satisfy National 
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Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit and Clean Water Act Best 
Conventional Technology/Best Available Technology requirements.  

By using the Water Quality Volume and Storm Water Quality Flow from Table 2.9, 
the Best Management Practices for the project can be determined. According to the 
Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook, unlike flood control measures that are 
typically designed to store or convey the peak volumes or flows of infrequent storms 
(i.e., return period typically over 5 years), Treatment Best Management Practices are 
designed to treat the lower volume or flow of more frequent (i.e. return period less 
that 1 year) storms. The volume or flows associated with the frequent events are 
commonly referred to as the Water Quality Volume for Best Management Practices 
designed based on volume, and Water Quality Flow for Best Management Practices 
designed based on flow.  

During the project development phase, plans are developed using the Caltrans Project 
Planning and Design Guide to ensure there would be no detrimental discharge into 
receiving waters. During the construction phase, the contractor is responsible, as 
stated in Caltrans’ Standard Specifications Section 7-1.01G, for taking the necessary 
steps to eliminate potential impacts during construction.  

Standard Specifications Section 7-1.01G requires the construction contractor to 
implement pollution control practices related to construction projects via a Water 
Pollution Control Program or a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, as noted 
above.  

The proposed project would disturb more than one acre of soil and the following 
would be required: 

1. A Notification of Construction would be submitted to the appropriate Regional 
Water Quality Control Board at least 30 days before the start of construction. The 
Notification of Construction form requires a tentative start date and duration, 
location, description of project, estimate of affected area, and name of resident 
engineer (or other construction contact) with telephone number, etc. 

2. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan would be prepared and implemented 
during construction to the satisfaction of the resident engineer. 

3. A Notice of Construction Completion would be submitted to the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board upon completion of the construction and stabilization of 
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the site. A project will be considered complete when the criteria for final 
stabilization in the State General Construction Permit are met. 

The primary pollutants of concern following construction are petroleum distillates 
and metals. A Storm Water Management Plan would be required to minimize long-
term water quality impacts. Caltrans has currently implemented the statewide Storm 
Water Management Plan to address runoff impacts on water quality standards, 
development of Total Maximum Daily Loads, and watershed planning.  

During the post-construction, long-term operational phase, and maintenance, 
permanent pollutant controls (design and treatment Best Management Practices) 
would be implemented to meet the Maximum Extent Practicable standard. 

2.2.3 Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topograhy 

Regulatory Setting 
For geologic and topographic features, the key federal law is the Historic Sites Act of 
1935, which establishes a national registry of natural landmarks and protects 
“outstanding examples of major geological features.” Topographic and geologic 
features are also protected under the California Environmental Quality Act. 

This section also discusses geology, soils, and seismic concerns as they relate to 
public safety and project design. Earthquakes are prime considerations in the design 
and retrofit of structures. Caltrans’ Office of Earthquake Engineering is responsible 
for assessing the seismic hazard for Caltrans projects. The current policy is to use the 
anticipated Maximum Credible Earthquake from young faults in and near California. 
The Maximum Credible Earthquake is defined as the largest earthquake that can be 
expected to occur on a fault over a particular period of time. 

Affected Environment 
Caltrans completed a Preliminary Geotechnical Report for this project in June 2002 to 
assess groundwater conditions. The report also discussed geology and seismicity.  

The project area occurs within the Coast Ranges Geomorphic Province. It lies in the 
San Benito Valley, which is bounded to the southwest by the San Andreas Rift Zone 
and the Gabilan Range, and to the north and east by the Diablo Range. The San 
Benito River lies to the north of State Route 156. 

The surrounding mountains are oriented from northwest to southeast. The elevation at 
roadway level in the project area ranges from 195 feet to 250 feet above sea level. 
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The elevation of the surrounding mountains ranges from 2,000 feet to 5,000 feet 
above sea level. 

Deposits near the surface within the project area are primarily Quaternary stream 
terrace deposits consisting of discontinuous layers of silts, sands, clays, and gravels. 
These deposits are underlain at depths of zero to 195 feet by the Pliocene Purisima 
Formation, which is similar to the overlying alluvium (material deposited by running 
water), but more consolidated. There is an exposure of Purisima Formation at the 
easterly end of the project, southeast of the highway alignment. 

Although groundwater is high in some locations, cohesive soils predominate within 
the project limits. In most locations clay, silty clay, and clayey silt layers occur at or 
near the surface and extend to depths ranging from less that 1.5 feet to 26 feet. Muddy 
conditions and standing water are evident for many days after a substantial rainfall 
event.  

Caltrans identified four faults near the project area: San Andreas/N. Sargent, 
Calaveras-Pacines-San Benito, and Zayante-Vergales. Geological maps show the San 
Andreas Fault crossing State Route 156 just east of The Alameda, at the beginning of 
the proposed project. According to the 2005 San Benito County Regional 
Transportation Plan, the San Andreas Fault was mapped from the northern portion of 
the county, a short distance east of Aromas, diagonally through the entire length of 
the county, passing immediately east of San Juan Bautista and emerging at the 
southern border of the county, approximately 3.5 miles west of Priest Valley. The 
other faults range from 1.5 miles to 2.8 miles away from the project.  

Impacts  
The fault having the greatest potential to affect the project site is the San Andreas. 
The Maximum Credible Magnitude for an earthquake on the San Andreas Fault, as 
determined by Caltrans, is 8.0, and at a distance of 2,000 feet from the fault, the 
maximum credible bedrock acceleration in the project area due to an earthquake 
along this fault is .74 (gravity). 

Liquefaction potential in the project area is expected to be low because cohesive soils 
are not normally susceptible to liquefaction. Liquefaction is a phenomenon that 
occurs when a sudden shock, or cyclic loading, causes soil pore pressure to 
temporarily increase until the effective pressure is zero, as occurs during an 
earthquake. Embankments founded on liquefiable soils may be subject to slope 
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instability and settlement during an earthquake event. Earth-retaining structures may 
settle or overturn should the silts beneath them liquefy. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Once a rough profile grade has been established for the preferred alternative, a Geotechnical 
Design Report would be requested to determine final design recommendations. In addition, 
during the design phase of the project, consideration would be given to the stability 
and settlement of embankments, particularly at the approaches to structures. The 
subsurface clay layers are thick and extensive so settlement of the higher 
embankments may be substantial, and consolidation can be expected to occur over a 
long period of time. The near-surface soils can be saturated and soft, so the weight-
bearing capacity of the foundation soil may be an issue during construction of the 
embankments. 

Cumulative Impacts  
The proposed project cannot avoid the San Andreas Fault because any east-west route 
crosses the fault, which runs diagonally through the entire San Benito County. 
However, the soil is not unstable and would not become unstable as a result of the 
project. The potential for offsite landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction 
or collapse is low. 

2.2.4 Hazardous Waste Materials 

Regulatory Setting 
Many state and federal laws regulate hazardous materials and hazardous wastes. 
These include not only specific statutes governing hazardous waste, but also a variety 
of laws regulating air and water quality, human health, and land use. 

The primary federal laws regulating hazardous wastes/materials are the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 and the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980. The purpose of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act, often 
referred to as Superfund, is to clean up contaminated sites so that public health and 
welfare are not compromised. The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act provides 
for “cradle to grave” regulation of hazardous wastes. Other federal laws include the 
following: 

• Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act of 1992 
• Clean Water Act 
• Clean Air Act 
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• Safe Drinking Water Act 
• Occupational Safety & Health Act  
• Atomic Energy Act 
• Toxic Substances Control Act  
• Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act  

In addition to the acts listed above, Executive Order 12088, Federal Compliance with 
Pollution Control, mandates that necessary actions be taken to prevent and control 
environmental pollution when federal activities or federal facilities are involved. 

Hazardous waste in California is regulated primarily under the authority of the federal 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, and the California Health and 
Safety Code. Other California laws that affect hazardous waste are specific to 
handling, storage, transportation, disposal, treatment, reduction, cleanup, and 
emergency planning. 

Worker health and safety and public safety are key issues when dealing with 
hazardous materials that may affect human health and the environment. Proper 
disposal of hazardous material is vital if it is disturbed during project construction. 

Affected Environment 
Field investigations and a search of the Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
Information Systems (LUSTIS) and the VISTA Information Solutions, Inc. database 
were used to complete an Initial Site Assessment (January 2002), which identified the 
following potential hazardous waste sites: 

• Nineteen registered and 10 unregistered underground storage tanks were 
identified within 1,000 feet of the project right-of-way. Only eight of the tanks 
(each with leaded, unleaded, or diesel fuel) were next to the proposed project area. 
No tanks are within the project area. 

• Two investigations were completed for aerially deposited lead: one along the 
existing highway in the project area (February 1, 2001) and one within the area of 
the Build Alternatives (November 12, 2002). The soils from the proposed 
alternatives as a whole had less than the regulatory threshold level of 1,000 
milligrams/kilogram. Based on the laboratory results, the soil can be handled 
without restrictions.  

• Pesticide applications involving land acquired may be a concern for worker health 
and safety. Herbicides and pesticides applied to cropland have very short lives 

http://www.epa.gov/epaoswer/general/orientat�
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/calawquery?codesection=hsc&codebody=&hits=20�
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/calawquery?codesection=hsc&codebody=&hits=20�
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and do not pose a risk unless spilled in large quantities. No agri-chemical spills or 
accidents have been reported for land that may be acquired. 

Impacts 
After review of the VISTA Information Solutions, Inc. database, the Leaking 
Underground Storage Tank Information System, and field review, Caltrans 
determined: 

• There are no substantial hazardous waste concerns with underground storage 
tanks.  

• Aerially deposited lead samples are below regulatory threshold. 
• No pesticide spills are on record.  
• Hazardous waste would not pose a substantial risk to construction personnel or 

residents in the proposed construction area.   

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
The presence of lead in the soil is measurable but less than the regulatory threshold. 
However, project-specific Non-Standard Special Provisions for aerially deposited 
lead would be required in the construction contract and the contractor would provide 
a project-specific Lead Compliance Plan to address worker health and safety and to 
prevent or minimize worker exposure to lead while handling material containing 
aerially deposited lead. 

2.2.5 Air Quality 

Regulatory Setting 
The Clean Air Act, as amended in 1990, is the federal law that governs air quality. Its 
counterpart in California is the California Clean Air Act of 1988. These laws set 
standards for the concentration of pollutants that can be in the air. At the federal level, 
these standards are called National Ambient Air Quality Standards. Standards have 
been established for six criteria pollutants that have been linked to potential health 
concerns: carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), particulate 
matter (PM), lead (Pb), and sulfur dioxide (SO2).  

Under the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, the U.S. Department of Transportation 
cannot fund, authorize, or approve federal actions to support programs or projects that 
are not first found to conform to the State Implementation Plan for achieving the 
goals of the Clean Air Act requirements. Conformity with the Clean Air Act takes 
place on two levels—first, at the regional level, and second, at the project level. The 
proposed project must conform at both levels to be approved. 
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Regional level conformity is concerned with how well the region is meeting the 
standards set for carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, and particulate matter. 
California is in attainment for the other criteria pollutants. At the regional level, 
Regional Transportation Plans are developed that include all of the transportation 
projects planned for a region over a period of years, usually at least 20. Based on the 
projects included in the Regional Transportation Plan, an air quality model is run to 
determine whether or not the implementation of those projects would conform to 
emission budgets or other tests showing that attainment requirements of the Clean Air 
Act are met. If the conformity analysis is successful, the Regional Planning 
Organization, such as the Council of San Benito County Governments and the 
appropriate federal agencies, such as the Federal Highway Administration, make the 
determination that the Regional Transportation Plan is in conformity with the State 
Implementation Plan for achieving the goals of the Clean Air Act. Otherwise, the 
projects in the Regional Transportation Plan must be modified until conformity is 
attained. If the design and scope of the proposed transportation project are the same 
as described in the Regional Transportation Plan, then the proposed project is deemed 
to meet regional conformity requirements for purposes of the project-level analysis.  

Conformity at the project-level also requires “hot spot” analysis if an area is in “non-
attainment” or “maintenance” for carbon monoxide (CO) and/or particulate matter. A 
region is a “non-attainment” area if one or more monitoring stations in the region fail 
to attain the relevant standard. Areas that were previously designated as non-
attainment areas but have recently met the standard are called “maintenance” areas. 
“Hot spot” analysis is essentially the same, for technical purposes, as carbon 
monoxide or particulate matter analysis performed for National Environmental Policy 
Act and California Environmental Quality Act purposes. Conformity does include 
some specific standards for projects that require a hot spot analysis. In general, 
projects must not cause the carbon monoxide standard to be violated, and in “non-
attainment” areas, the project must not cause any increase in the number and severity 
of violations. If a known carbon monoxide or particulate matter violation is located in 
the project vicinity, the project must include measures to reduce or eliminate the 
existing violation(s) as well. 

Affected Environment 
Caltrans prepared an Air Quality Study on December 29, 2004, which was updated in 
March 2007. The proposed project is located in the North Central Coast Air Basin, 
which consists of Monterey, Santa Cruz, and San Benito counties. A semi-permanent 
high-pressure cell over the eastern Pacific Ocean influences the project area’s climate. 
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The generally northwest-southeast orientation of the mountain ranges tends to restrict 
and channel the summer airflow. This airflow is occasionally reversed in a weak 
offshore movement, allowing pollutants to build up over a period of days. During the 
fall, north or easterly winds develop, often bringing in pollutants from California’s 
Central Valley or from the San Francisco Bay area. 

During the winter months, the high-pressure cell migrates southward and has less 
influence on the air basin. Air frequently flows in a southeasterly direction out of the 
San Benito Valley, especially during the night and morning hours. Northwest winds 
are still dominant during the winter, but easterly flow is more frequent. The general 
absence of deep, persistent inversions and the passage of the occasional storm 
systems usually result in good air quality during the winter and early spring.  

Regional Air Quality Conformity  
The Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District is the agency with 
jurisdictional control of the basin’s air quality. The North Central Coast Air Basin is 
currently classified as “in attainment/unclassified” for all current federal air quality 
standards. Therefore, conformity requirements do not apply. 

Project-Level Conformity  
The State and federal standards and attainment status for priority pollutants for the 
North Central Coast Air Basin are summarized in Table 2.10. 
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Table 2.10 Attainment Status for San Benito County 

Criteria 
Pollutant 

Averaging 
Time 

Federal Standard 
(National Ambient 

Air Quality 
Standards) 

*Federal Attainment 
Status 

State 
Standard 

*State 
Attainment 

Status 

1 Hour --- 0.09 ppm 
(180 ug/m3) 

Non-
attainment/ 
transitional Ozone 

(O3) 
8 Hour 0.08 ppm 

(157 ug/m3) 

Attainment/unclassified 
0.070 ppm 
(137 ug/m3) 

Not 
Available 

24 Hour 35 ug/m3 

No 
Separate 

State 
Standard  

Fine 
Particulate 

Matter 
(PM2.5) Annual 

Arithmetic 
Mean 

15 ug/m3 

Attainment/unclassified 

12 ug/m3 

Attainment 

24 Hour 150 ug/m3 50 ug/m3 Respirable 
Particulate 

Matter 
(PM10) 

Annual 
Arithmetic 

Mean 
--- 

Attainment/unclassified 

20 ug/m3 

Attainment 

8 Hour 9 ppm 
(10 mg/m3) 

9.0 ppm 
(10 mg/m3) Carbon 

Monoxide 
(CO) 

1 Hour 35 ppm  
(40 mg/m3) 

Attainment/unclassified 
20 ppm   

(23 mg/m3) 

Unclassified 

*2006 State of California Air Resources Board 
ppm = parts per million 
ug/m3= micrograms per cubic meter 
mg/m3=milligrams per cubic meter 

The air pollutants of concern in the North Central Coast Air Basin are ozone (O3), 
inhalable particles (PM10), and carbon monoxide (CO).  

• Ozone is composed of reactive organic gases and oxides of nitrogen that combine 
in the presence of sunlight. Ozone is the main constituent of smog. Reactive 
organic gas comes from the combustion of fossil fuels and from organic solvents. 
Major sources of fuel combustion are motor vehicles, the fuel industry, and power 
plants. 

• Particulate matter (PM) is a complex mixture of tiny particles that consists of dry 
solid fragments, solid cores with liquid coatings, and small droplets of liquid. 
These particles vary greatly in shape, size, and chemical composition, and can be 
made up of many different materials such as metals, soot, soil, and dust. Particles 
10 microns or less in diameter are defined as “respirable particulate matter” or 
PM10. Fine particles are 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM2.5) and can contribute 
to regional haze and reduction of visibility in California. 
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San Benito County is currently classified as “Attainment/unclassified” for all federal 
ambient air quality standards. The County, however, for State ambient air quality 
standards, is only classified “Attainment” for fine particulate matter (PM2.5). It is 
classified “Non-attainment” for ozone (O3) and respirable particulate matter (PM10), 
and “Unclassified” for carbon monoxide (CO).  

Ambient air quality for the project area was monitored at the Hollister, California 
monitoring station and the data was used for a qualitative analysis for ozone and 
particulate matter measuring 10 microns and smaller. The latest version of the data 
available is dated March 15, 2006 and covered the 3-year period from 2003 through 
2005. 

Ozone Analysis 
The project is located in an “attainment/unclassified” area for ozone for federal 
standards; therefore, federal conformity is not required. The project is in a “non-
attainment-transitional” area for 1-hour State standards. There is currently no 8-hour 
State standard. The monitoring station in Hollister, California did not register any 
violation of the ozone national standard during the three years from 2003 through 
2005. 

Particulate Matter (PM10) Analysis 
The project is located in an “attainment/unclassified” area for particulate matter that 
is 10 microns or less in diameter for federal standards; therefore, federal conformity is 
not required. The project is in a “non-attainment” area for State standards. 

Because the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has not released modeling 
guidance on how to perform quantitative particulate matter hot spot analysis, such 
analysis is not currently required. For the qualitative analysis, the monitoring station 
in Hollister, California did not register any violation of the PM10 national standard 
during the three years from 2003 through 2005. 

Particulate Matter (PM2.5) Analysis 
The project is located in an “attainment/unclassified” area for federal standards and in 
an “attainment” area for state standard for fine particulate matter (PM2.5); therefore, 
no further analysis is needed. 
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CO Hot Spot Analysis 
The project is located in an “attainment/unclassified” area for federal standards and in 
an “unclassified” area for state standards for carbon monoxide (CO); therefore, no 
further analysis is needed.  

In addition to the criteria pollutants discussed above, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency also regulates air toxics, including particulate matter contained in 
diesel exhaust. Diesel engine exhaust contains a complex mixture of gases and 
particulates that have raised concerns about their potential for adverse health effects. 
Human exposure to diesel engine exhaust comes from both highway and non-
highway sources. Studies of the risks are inconclusive, however, and the 
Environmental Protection Agency has yet to establish air quality standards or 
guidelines for assessing the project level effects of mobile air toxics. Such limitations 
make the study of mobile air toxic concentrations, exposures, and health impacts 
difficult and uncertain, especially on a quantitative basis. 

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs) 
In addition to the criteria pollutants discussed above, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency also regulates air toxics, including particulate matter contained in 
diesel exhaust. Diesel engine exhaust contains a complex mixture of gases and 
particulates that have raised concerns about their potential for adverse health effects. 
Human exposure to diesel engine exhaust comes from both highway and non-
highway sources. Studies of the risks are inconclusive, however, and the 
Environmental Protection Agency has yet to establish air quality standards or 
guidelines for assessing the project level effects of mobile air toxics. Such limitations 
make the study of mobile air toxic concentrations, exposures, and health impacts 
difficult and uncertain, especially on a quantitative basis. Most air toxics originate 
from human-made sources, including on-road mobile sources, non-road mobile 
sources (e.g., airplanes), area sources (e.g., dry cleaners) and stationary sources (e.g., 
factories or refineries). 

Mobile source air toxics are a subset of the 188 air toxics defined by the Clean Air 
Act. The mobile source air toxics are compounds emitted from highway vehicles and 
non-road equipment. Some toxic compounds are present in fuel and are emitted to the 
air when the fuel evaporates or passes through the engine unburned. Other toxics are 
emitted from the incomplete combustion of fuels or as secondary combustion 
products. Metal air toxics also result from engine wear or from impurities in oil or 
gasoline. 
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The Environmental Protection Agency is the lead Federal Agency for administering 
the Clean Air Act and has certain responsibilities regarding the health effects of 
mobile source air toxics. The Environmental Protection Agency issued a Final Rule 
on Controlling Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources. 66 
Federal Regulation 17229 (March 29, 2001). This rule was issued under the authority 
in Section 202 of the Clean Air Act. In its rule, the Environmental Protection Agency 
examined the impacts of existing and newly promulgated mobile source control 
programs, including reformulated gasoline (RFG) program, national low emission 
vehicle (NLEV) standards, Tier 2 motor vehicle emissions standards and gasoline 
sulfur control requirements, and its proposed heavy duty engine and vehicle standards 
and on-highway diesel fuel sulfur control requirements.  

Unavailable Information for Project Specific Mobile Source Air Toxics Impact 
Analysis: This Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment with 
Finding of No Significant Impact includes a basic analysis of the likely mobile source 
air toxics emission impacts of this project. However, available technical tools do not 
enable us to predict the project-specific health impacts of the emission changes 
associated with the alternatives in this environmental document. Due to these 
limitations, the following discussion is included in accordance with Council on 
Environmental Quality regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations 1502.22(b)) 
regarding incomplete or unavailable information 

Information that is Unavailable or Incomplete: Evaluating the environmental and 
health impacts from mobile source air toxics on a proposed highway project would 
involve several key elements, including emissions modeling, dispersion modeling in 
order to estimate ambient concentrations resulting from the estimated emissions, 
exposure modeling in order to estimate human exposure to the estimated 
concentrations, and then final determination of health impacts based on the estimated 
exposure. Each of these steps is encumbered by technical shortcomings or uncertain 
science that prevents a more complete determination of the mobile source air toxics 
health impacts of this project. 

• Emissions: The Environmental Protection Agency tools to estimate mobile 
source air toxics emissions from motor vehicles are not sensitive to key variables 
determining emissions of mobile source air toxics in the context of highway 
projects. While MOBILE 6.2 is used to predict emissions at a regional level, it has 
limited applicability at the project level. MOBILE 6.2 is a trip-based model--
emission factors are projected based on a typical trip of 7.5 miles, and on average 
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speeds for this typical trip. This means that MOBILE 6.2 does not have the ability 
to predict emission factors for a specific vehicle operating condition at a specific 
location at a specific time. Because of this limitation, MOBILE 6.2 can only 
approximate the operating speeds and levels of congestion likely to be present on 
the largest-scale projects, and cannot adequately capture emissions effects of 
smaller projects. For particulate matter, the model results are not sensitive to 
average trip speed, although the other mobile source air toxics emission rates do 
change with changes in trip speed. Also, the emissions rates used in MOBILE 6.2 
for both particulate matter and mobile source air toxics are based on a limited 
number of tests of mostly older-technology vehicles. Lastly, in its discussions of 
particulate matter under the conformity rule, the Environmental Protection Agency 
has identified problems with MOBILE6.2 as an obstacle to quantitative analysis. 

These deficiencies compromise the capability of MOBILE 6.2 to estimate mobile 
source air toxics emissions. MOBILE6.2 is an adequate tool for projecting 
emissions trends, and performing relative analyses between alternatives for very 
large projects, but it is not sensitive enough to capture the effects of travel changes 
tied to smaller projects or to predict emissions near specific roadside locations. 

• Dispersion. The tools to predict how mobile source air toxics disperse are also 
limited. The Environmental Protection Agency 's current regulatory models, 
CALINE3 and CAL3QHC, were developed and validated more than a decade ago 
for the purpose of predicting episodic concentrations of carbon monoxide to 
determine compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The 
performance of dispersion models is more accurate for predicting maximum 
concentrations that can occur at some time at some location within a geographic 
area. This limitation makes it difficult to predict accurate exposure patterns at 
specific times at specific highway project locations across an urban area to assess 
potential health risk. The National Cooperative Highway Research Program 
(NCHRP) is conducting research on best practices in applying models and other 
technical methods in the analysis of mobile source air toxics. This work also will 
focus on identifying appropriate methods of documenting and communicating 
mobile source air toxics impacts in the National Environmental Policy Act process 
and to the general public. Along with these general limitations of dispersion 
models, The Federal Highway Administration is also faced with a lack of 
monitoring data in most areas for use in establishing project-specific mobile 
source air toxics background concentrations. 
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• Exposure Levels and Health Effects. Finally, even if emission levels and 
concentrations of mobile source air toxics could be accurately predicted, 
shortcomings in current techniques for exposure assessment and risk analysis 
preclude us from reaching meaningful conclusions about project-specific health 
impacts. Exposure assessments are difficult to accurately calculate annual 
concentrations of mobile source air toxics   near roadways, and to determine the 
portion of a year that people are actually exposed to those concentrations at a 
specific location. These difficulties are magnified for 70-year cancer assessments, 
particularly because unsupportable assumptions would have to be made regarding 
changes in travel patterns and vehicle technology (which affects emissions rates) 
over a 70-year period. There are also considerable uncertainties associated with 
the existing estimates of toxicity of the various mobile source air toxics, because 
of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of occupational exposure 
data to the general population. Because of these shortcomings, any calculated 
difference in health impacts between alternatives is likely to be much smaller than 
the uncertainties associated with calculating the impacts. Consequently, the results 
of such assessments would not be useful to decision makers, who would need to 
weigh this information against other project impacts that are better suited for 
quantitative analysis. 

Summary of Existing Credible Scientific Evidence Relevant to Evaluating the 
Impacts of Mobile Source Air Toxics. Research into the health impacts of mobile 
source air toxics is ongoing. For different emission types, there are a variety of 
studies that show that some either are statistically associated with adverse health 
outcomes through epidemiological studies (frequently based on emissions levels 
found in occupational settings) or that animals demonstrate adverse health outcomes 
when exposed to large doses. 

Exposure to toxics has been a focus of a number of the environmental protections 
agency’s efforts. Most notably, the agency conducted the National Air Toxics 
Assessment (NATA) in 1996 to evaluate modeled estimates of human exposure 
applicable to the county level. While not intended for use as a measure of or 
benchmark for local exposure, the modeled estimates in the National Air Toxics 
Assessment database best illustrate the levels of various toxics when aggregated to a 
national or State level. 

The Environmental Protection Agency is in the process of assessing the risks of 
various kinds of exposures to these pollutants. The Environmental Protection 
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Agency’s Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) is a database of human health 
effects that may result from exposure to various substances found in the environment. 
The Integrated Risk Information System database is located at 
http://www.epa.gov/iris. The following toxicity information for the six prioritized 
mobile source air toxics was taken from the Integrated Risk Information System 
database Weight of Evidence Characterization summaries. This information is taken 
verbatim from Environmental Protection Agency’s Integrated Risk Information 
System database and represents the Agency's most current evaluations of the potential 
hazards and toxicology of these chemicals or mixtures. 

• Benzene is characterized as a known human carcinogen.  
• The potential carcinogenicity of acrolein cannot be determined because the 

existing data are inadequate for an assessment of human carcinogenic potential 
for either the oral or inhalation route of exposure.  

• Formaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen, based on limited evidence in 
humans, and sufficient evidence in animals.  

• 1,3-butadiene is characterized as carcinogenic to humans by inhalation.  
• Acetaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen based on increased incidence of 

nasal tumors in male and female rats and laryngeal tumors in male and female 
hamsters after inhalation exposure.  

• Diesel exhaust (DE) is likely to be carcinogenic to humans by inhalation from 
environmental exposures. Diesel exhaust as reviewed in this document is the 
combination of diesel particulate matter and diesel exhaust organic gases.  

• Diesel exhaust also represents chronic respiratory effects, possibly the primary 
noncancer hazard from mobile source air toxics. Prolonged exposures may impair 
pulmonary function and could produce symptoms, such as cough, phlegm, and 
chronic bronchitis. Exposure relationships have not been developed from these 
studies.  

Some recent studies have reported that proximity to roadways is related to adverse 
health outcomes -- particularly respiratory problems. Much of this research is not 
specific to mobile source air toxics, instead surveying the full spectrum of both 
criteria and other pollutants. The Environmental Protection Agency cannot evaluate 
the validity of these studies, but more importantly, they do not provide information 
that would be useful to alleviate the uncertainties listed above and enable us to 
perform a more comprehensive evaluation of the health impacts specific to this 
project. 
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Because of the uncertainties outlined above, a quantitative assessment of the effects 
of air toxic emissions impacts on human health cannot be made at the project level. 
While available tools do allow us to reasonably predict relative emissions changes 
between alternatives for larger projects, the amount of mobile source air toxics’ 
emissions from each of the project alternatives and mobile source air toxics 
concentrations or exposures created by each of the project alternatives cannot be 
predicted with enough accuracy to be useful in estimating health impacts. (As noted 
above, the current emissions model is not capable of serving as a meaningful 
emissions analysis tool for smaller projects.) Therefore, the relevance of the 
unavailable or incomplete information is that it is not possible to make a 
determination of whether any of the alternatives would have "significant adverse 
impacts on the human environment." 

Project Level Analysis 
The risk of exposure to these pollutants is higher nearer to the roadway; therefore, the 
exposure risk is lessened when the highway is moved further away from a sensitive 
receptor. Exposures are thought to be higher within 100 yards of the highway. Three 
categories of projects have been established for varying levels of mobile source air 
toxics analysis: 

Category 1: No Meaningful Potential Mobile Source Air Toxics Effects – projects 
qualifying as a categorical exclusion under 23 Code of Federal Regulations 
771.117(c); projects exempt under the Clean Air Act conformity rule under 40 Code 
of Federal Regulations 93.126; or other projects with no meaningful impacts on 
traffic volumes or vehicle mix. 

Category 2: Low Potential Mobile Source Air Toxics Effect – projects that improve 
highway operations, but have an annual average daily traffic (AADT) less than 
150,000 in the design year. 

Category 3: Higher Potential Mobile Source Air Toxics Effect – project that would 
alter an intermodal freight facility near sensitive receptors that have the potential to 
concentrate high levels of diesel particulate in one location, or project that would 
construct new highways, or add capacity to existing highways, where the annual 
average daily traffic is greater than 150,000. 

The average annual daily traffic counts for the project in the year 2006 (existing 
conditions) is 26,200 vehicles. This annual daily traffic is expected to increase to 
29,344 vehicles by the year 2014 (construction year) and 37,531 vehicles by the year 
2034 (future conditions).  
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The project would not fall into Category 1 because it is not a categorical exclusion or 
exempted by the Clean Air Act conformity rule. The project also does not fall into 
Category 3 because it would not alter an intermodal freight facility nor would it create 
new or add significantly to the capacity of a roadway where the annual average daily 
traffic would exceed 150,000 vehicles.  

For preferred alternative, the amount of mobile source air toxics emitted would be 
proportional to the amount of vehicle miles traveled. The volume of miles traveled is 
estimated higher than that of the No Build Alternative because of the additional 
capacity increases the efficiency of the roadway. This increase in volume of miles 
traveled would lead to higher mobile source air toxics emissions for the preferred 
alternative. The emissions increase is offset somewhat by lower mobile source air 
toxics emission rates due to increased speeds. According to Environmental Protection 
Agency’s the MOBILE6 emissions model, emissions of all of the priority mobile 
source air toxics except for diesel particulate matter decrease as speed increases. The 
extent to which these emissions decreases will offset volume of miles traveled-related 
emissions increases cannot be reliably projected due to the inherent deficiencies of 
technical models. 

San Juan Elementary School is a sensitive land use identified in the vicinity of the 
project. The school grounds are less than 100 yards from the edge of the nearest 
traveled lane of State Route 156. A two-lane paved frontage road separates the school 
grounds from the existing State Route 156. The proposed project would widen the 
existing roadway to the south; therefore the distance between the school and the 
roadway (and to the vehicle emissions) would remain the same. Slower (eastbound) 
truck traffic that generally uses the outer (slow) lane would actually be moved further 
away from the school. 

Emissions will likely be lower than present levels in the design year as a result of the 
Environmental Protection Agency’s national control programs that are projected to 
reduce mobile source air toxics emissions by 57 to 87 percent from 2000 to 2020. 
Local conditions may differ from these national projections in terms of fleet mix and 
turnover, vehicle miles traveled growth rates, and local control measures. However, 
the Environmental Protection Agency -projected reductions are so significant (even 
after accounting for vehicle miles traveled growth) that mobile source air toxics 
emissions in the study area are likely to be lower in the future as well. 
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Asbestos 
The California Environmental Quality Act requires that environmental documents 
address human exposure to both naturally occurring and structural airborne asbestos. 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the California Air Resources Board, and 
most air pollution control districts regulate asbestos as an airborne toxic material. 
According to the Caltrans technical reports for air quality and hazardous waste, there 
is no known naturally occurring asbestos or structural asbestos found within the 
project limits. 

Impacts 
The project is not expected to create carbon monoxide hotspots or increase the levels 
of carbon monoxide because the project would provide additional travel lanes and 
passing opportunities, which would increase the level of service and reduce slow-
moving traffic. The project would relieve congestion and provide upgraded 
intersections, which would reduce idling time; therefore, providing an overall air 
quality benefit. Based on the data available, the project would not create a new 
violation or worsen an existing violation of the state standards for ambient air quality. 

Construction 
Project construction would take approximately 24 months. There would be a 
temporary increase in air emissions during the construction period. The Monterey 
Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District requires the calculation of inhalable 
particulate matter (PM10) emissions from construction activities and includes 
emissions of ozone precursors (oxides of nitrogen and reactive organic gases) in its 
emissions inventory.  

Air pollutants come from three sources on a construction project: the vehicles doing 
the construction, the application of asphalt products, and construction grading. 
Asphalt application is not discussed because the emissions from asphalt are reactive 
organic compounds (ROCs) that are already accounted for by the Monterey Bay 
Unified Air Pollution Control District. 

The County considers emissions, including construction emissions, of greater than 82 
pounds per day of PM10 to be an adverse effect. Projects that grade more than 2 acres 
per day have the potential to exceed the 82 pounds per day limit. Based on the 
preliminary project plans, the maximum area that the project would disturb is 173 
acres or an approximate average daily grading of 1.3 acres; therefore, the project 
would be within the 2-acres per day limit and not expected to produce emissions 
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greater than the 82 pounds per day limit. The project is not expected to exceed the 
thresholds for other construction emissions established by the air pollution control 
district. See Appendix H. 

Caltrans has calculated the emissions expected from grading and summarized the 
results in Table 2.11.  

Table 2.11 Estimated Construction Emissions from Grading 

Alternative 
(Quarterly tons and daily pounds of PM10)* 

Air Pollution Control 
District’s Threshold  

Daily Pounds 

Air Pollution Control 
District’s Threshold 
Quarterly Pounds 2 4A 6 

 2.5 tons 1.5 tons 1.0 tons 1.5 tons 

82  49 pounds 32 pounds 49 pounds 

*At 38 pounds per acre per day, 66 days grading/quarter 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
The daily and quarterly grading acreage and emissions from fugitive dust appear to be 
within the limits established by the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control 
District. The District recommends the following minimization measures, (in addition 
to daily watering of all disturbed areas required by Caltrans Standard Specifications): 

• Water all active construction areas at least twice daily (frequency should be based 
on the type of operation, soil, and wind exposure) 

• Prohibit all grading activities during periods of high wind (over 15 miles per 
hour) 

• Apply chemical soil stabilizers on inactive construction areas (disturbed lands 
within construction projects that are unused for at least four consecutive days) 

• Apply non-toxic binders (e.g., latex acrylic copolymer) to exposed areas after cut 
and fill operations and hydro-seed area 

• Maintain at least 2.0 feet of “freeboard” (space between the surface of the load 
and top of the truck bed) on haul trucks 

• Cover all trucks that haul dirt, sand, or loose materials 
• Cover inactive storage piles 
• Sweep streets if visible soil is carried out from the construction site 
• Plant windbreaks on the windward side of construction projects adjacent to open 

land (consult with project biologist prior to plant selection) 
• Plant vegetative cover in disturbed areas as soon as possible (consult with project 

biologist prior to plant selection) 
• Limit the area under construction at any one time 
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Applications of appropriate measures from this list can further reduce emissions of 
fugitive dust from the project. 

The contractor would use on-road diesel fuel approved by the California Air 
Resources Board in diesel construction vehicles when it is locally available. 

Caltrans Standard Specifications pertaining to dust control and dust palliative 
requirements are a required part of all construction contracts and should effectively 
reduce and control emission impacts during construction. Typical dust and emission 
control methods include watering the construction site, runoff and erosion control, 
traps on diesel-exhaust systems, and emission-control retrofits on older, higher 
polluting vehicles. These impacts are addressed through Caltrans Standard 
Specifications, Section 7-1.0F, “Air Pollution Control” and Section 10, “Dust 
Control.” 

The Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District administers air quality 
regulations developed at the federal, state, and local levels. According to Caltrans 
Standard Specifications that may apply to all state construction projects, the 
contractor must comply with Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District’s 
rules, ordinances, and regulations. 

2.2.6 Noise 

Regulatory Setting 
The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 and the California Environmental 
Quality Act provide the broad basis for analyzing and abating the effects of highway 
traffic noise. The intent of these laws is to promote the general welfare and to foster a 
healthy environment. The requirements for noise analysis and consideration of noise 
abatement and/or mitigation, however, differ between the National Environmental 
Policy Act and the California Environmental Quality Act. 

California Environmental Quality Act 
The California Environmental Quality Act requires a strictly no-build versus build 
analysis to assess whether a proposed project will have a noise impact. If a proposed 
project is determined to have a significant noise impact under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, then the act dictates that mitigation measures must be 
incorporated into the project unless such measures are not feasible. The rest of this 
section will focus on the National Environmental Policy Act-23 Code of Federal 
Regulations Part 772 noise analysis; please see Chapter 3 for further information on 
noise analysis under the California Environmental Quality Act. 



Chapter 2 Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences,  
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 

94 San Benito Route 156 Improvement Project

National Environmental Policy Act and 23 Code of Federal Regulations Part 
772 
For highway transportation projects with Federal Highway Administration (and 
Caltrans, as assigned) involvement, the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970 and the 
associated implementing regulations (23 Code of Federal Regulations Part 772) 
govern the analysis and abatement of traffic noise impacts. The regulations require 
that potential noise impacts in areas of frequent human use be identified during the 
planning and design of a highway project. The regulations contain noise abatement 
criteria that are used to determine when a noise impact would occur. The noise 
abatement criteria differ depending on the type of land use under analysis. For 
example, the criterion for residences (67 decibels) is lower than the criterion for 
commercial areas (72 decibels). The following table lists the noise abatement criteria 
for use in the National Environmental Policy Act and 23 Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 772 analysis, and Table 2.13 shows the noise levels of typical activities. 

Table 2.12 Activity Categories and Noise Abatement Criteria 

Activity 
Category 

Noise Abatement Criteria, A-
weighted Noise Level (dBA), Leq(h)* Description of Activities 

A 57 Exterior 

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of 
extraordinary significance and serve an 

important public need and where the 
preservation of those qualities is essential if 
the area is to continue to serve its intended 

purpose 

B 67 Exterior 

Picnic areas, recreation areas, 
playgrounds, active sport areas, parks, 

residences, motels, hotels, schools, 
churches, libraries, and hospitals 

C 72 Exterior Developed lands, properties, or activities 
not included in Categories A or B above 

D -- Undeveloped lands 

E 52 Interior 
Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting 

rooms, schools, churches, libraries, 
hospitals, and auditoriums 

Source: Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Manual, 2006 
*A-weighted decibels (dBA) are adjusted to approximate the way humans perceive sound. Leq(h) is the steady A-
weighted level that is equivalent to the same amount of energy as that contained in the actual time-varying levels 
over one hour. 
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Table 2.13 Typical Noise Levels 

 

In accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol for New Highway 
Construction and Reconstruction Projects, August 2006, a noise impact occurs when 
the future noise level with the project results in a substantial increase in noise level 
(defined as a 12-decibel or more increase) or when the future noise level with the 
project approaches or exceeds the noise abatement criteria (see Table 2.12). 
Approaching the noise abatement criteria is defined as coming within 1 decibel of the 
criteria. 
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If it is determined that the project would have noise impacts, then potential abatement 
measures must be considered. Noise abatement measures that are determined to be 
reasonable and feasible at the time of final design are incorporated into the project 
plans and specifications. This document discusses noise abatement measures that 
would likely be incorporated in the project.   

Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol sets forth the criteria for determining when 
an abatement measure is reasonable and feasible. Feasibility of noise abatement is 
basically an engineering concern. A minimum 5-decibel reduction in the future noise 
level must be achieved for an abatement measure to be considered feasible. Other 
considerations include topography, access requirements, other noise sources, and 
safety considerations. The reasonableness determination is basically a cost-benefit 
analysis. Factors used in determining whether a proposed noise abatement measure is 
reasonable include: residents’ acceptance, the absolute noise level, build versus 
existing noise, environmental impacts of abatement, public and local agencies input, 
newly constructed development versus development pre-dating 1978, and the cost per 
benefited residence. 

Affected Environment 
Caltrans completed a Noise Study (June 2002), which was updated in May 2007. 

The project is in the San Juan Valley where the terrain is relatively flat with 
elevations sloping from 252 feet mean sea level on the east to 195 feet mean sea level 
on the west. The majority of the project’s area consists of rural residential/farmhouses 
and developed agricultural properties or farms. Within the city limits of San Juan 
Bautista at the beginning of the project, the San Juan Elementary School, several 
commercial businesses, some undeveloped open fields, and the Mission RV Park 
border the highway.  

Current noise levels at peak hours of traffic were measured for receptors along the 
project route using the Sound 32 traffic noise prediction program. The Sound 32 
program is compatible with the Federal Highway Administration 77-RD-109 Model. 

Caltrans identified 27 receptors, which were chosen to represent other sensitive 
receptors that could be affected by the proposed project. Receptors 10 and 24 include 
an additional structure labeled 10a and 24a respectively. The receptors and their 
location are shown in Figure 2-3. Tables 2.14, 2.15, and 2.16 show the existing 
(2005) noise levels for the three Build Alternatives at existing receptors in the project 
area. 
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Figure 2-3 Noise Receptors
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Table 2.14 2005 Existing and 2030 Predicted Noise Levels— 
Alternative 2 

Predicted Noise Level with Barriers of 
Varying Heights (feet) Receptor 

Number 

2005 
Existing 

(dBA Leq) 

2030 
No-build 
Predicted 
(dBA Leq) 

2030 
Build 

Predicted
(dBA Leq) 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

Reasonable Feasible

1 64 67 67 

2 64 67 67 
School requested no barriers n/a n/a 

3 64 67 67 Commercial property no barriers n/a n/a 

4 70 73 70 - - 69 69 69 68 68 67 67 n/a NO 

5 69 72 69 - - 66 66 66 65 65 65 64 NO YES 

6 66 69 66 - - 64 63 63 62 62 62 61 NO YES 

7 - - - Right-of-Way Acquisition n/a n/a 

8 69 72 67 64 64 63 63 62 62 62 61 - NO YES 

9 69 72 67 64 64 63 63 62 62 62 61 - NO YES 

10 69 72 67 64 64 63 63 62 62 62 61 - NO YES 

10a 69 72 67 64 64 63 63 62 62 62 61 - NO YES 

11 64 67 64 - - - - - - - - - n/a n/a 

12 64 67 64 - - - - - - - - - n/a n/a 

13 62 65 62 - - - - - - - - - n/a n/a 

14 58 61 63 - - - - - - - - - n/a n/a 

15 74 77 67 64 63 63 62 61 61 60 60 60 NO YES 

16 74 77 67 64 63 63 62 61 61 60 60 60 NO YES 

17 74 77 64 - - - - - - - - - n/a n/a 

18 74 77 64 - - - - - - - - - n/a n/a 

19 73 76 68 65 64 64 63 63 63 62 62 - NO YES 

20 73 76 64 - - - - - - - - - n/a YES 

21 73 76 68 65 64 64 63 63 63 62 62 - NO YES 

22 69 72 67 64 64 63 62 62 61 61 61 - NO YES 

23 75 78 70 67 67 66 66 65 65 65 64 - NO YES 

24 75 78 70 67 67 66 66 65 65 65 64 - NO YES 

24a 75 78 70 67 67 66 66 65 65 65 64 - NO YES 

25 67 70 71 67 66 66 65 65 64 64 64 - YES YES 

Highlights indicate 5-dBA attenuation (+/-60 degree exposure angle) 
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Table 2.15 2005 Existing and 2030 Predicted Noise Levels— 
Alternative 4A 

Predicted Noise Level with Barriers of 
Varying Heights (feet) Reasonable FeasibleReceptor 

Number 

2005 
Existing 

(dBA Leq) 

2030 
No-build 
Predicted 

(dBA Leq) 

2030 
Build 

Predicted
(dBA Leq) 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16   

1 64 67 67 

2 64 67 67 
School requested no barriers n/a n/a 

3 64 67 67 Commercial property no barriers n/a n/a 

4 70 73 70 - - 69 69 69 68 68 67 67 n/a NO 

5 69 72 69 - - 66 66 66 65 65 65 64 NO YES 

6 66 69 66 - - 64 63 63 62 62 62 61 NO YES 

7 - - - Right-of-Way Acquisition n/a n/a 

8 69 72 68 64 64 63 63 62 62 62 61 - NO YES 

9 69 72 68 64 64 63 63 62 62 62 61 - NO YES 

10 69 72 68 64 64 63 63 62 62 62 61 - NO YES 

10a 69 72 68 64 64 63 63 62 62 62 61 - NO YES 

11 64 67 65 - - - - - - - - - n/a n/a 

12 64 67 65 - - - - - - - - - n/a n/a 

13 62 65 62 - - - - - - - - - n/a n/a 

14 58 61 63 - - - - - - - - - n/a n/a 

15 74 77 69 66 65 65 64 64 63 63 63 63 NO YES 

16 74 77 69 66 65 65 64 64 63 63 63 63 NO YES 

17 74 77 65 - - - - - - - - - n/a n/a 

18 74 77 65 - - - - - - - - - n/a n/a 

19 73 76 69 65 64 64 63 63 63 62 62 - NO YES 

20 73 76 64 - - - - - - - - - n/a YES 

21 73 72 69 65 64 64 63 63 63 62 62 - NO YES 

22 69 78 68 64 64 63 62 62 61 61 61 - NO YES 

23 75 78 72 67 67 66 66 65 65 65 64 - NO YES 

24 75 78 72 67 67 66 66 65 65 65 64 - NO YES 

24a 75 78 72 67 67 66 66 65 65 65 64 - NO YES 

25 67 73 71 67 66 66 65 65 64 64 64 - YES YES 

Highlights indicate 5-dBA attenuation (+/-60 degree exposure angle) 
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Table 2.16 2005 Existing and 2030 Predicted Noise Levels— 
Alternative 6 

Predicted Noise Level with Barriers of 
Varying Heights (feet) Receptor 

Number 

2005 
Existing 

(dBA Leq) 

2030 
No-build 
Predicted 
(dBA Leq) 

2030 
Build 

Predicted
(dBA Leq) 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Reasonable Feasible

1 64   

2 64   
School requested no barriers n/a n/a 

3 64   Commercial property no barriers n/a n/a 

4 70 73 70 - - 69 69 69 68 68 67 67 n/a NO 

5 69 72 69 - - 66 66 66 65 65 65 64 NO YES 

6 66 69 66 - - 64 63 63 62 62 62 61 NO YES 

7 - - - Right-of-Way Acquisition n/a n/a 

8 69 72 67 64 64 63 63 62 62 62 61 - NO YES 

9 69 72 67 64 64 63 63 62 62 62 61 - NO YES 

10 69 72 67 64 64 63 63 62 62 62 61 - NO YES 

10a 69 72 67 64 64 63 63 62 62 62 61 - NO YES 

11 64 67 65 - - - - - - - - - n/a n/a 

12 64 67 65 - - - - - - - - - n/a n/a 

13 62 65 63 - - - - - - - - - n/a n/a 

14 58 61 63 - - - - - - - - - n/a n/a 

15 74 77 68 65 64 64 63 63 62 62 62 62 NO YES 

16 74 77 68 65 64 64 63 63 62 62 62 62 NO YES 

17 74 77 65 - - - - - - - - - n/a n/a 

18 74 77 65          n/a n/a 

19 73 76 68 65 64 64 63 63 63 62 62 - NO YES 

20 73 76 64 - - - - - - - - - n/a YES 

21 73 72 68 65 64 64 63 63 63 62 62 - NO YES 

22 69 78 67 64 64 63 62 62 61 61 61 - NO YES 

23 75 78 71 67 67 66 66 65 65 65 64 - NO YES 

24 75 78 71 67 67 66 66 65 65 65 64 - NO YES 

24a 75 78 71 67 67 66 66 65 65 65 64 - NO YES 

25 67 73 71 67 66 66 65 65 64 64 64 - YES YES 

Highlights indicate 5-dBA attenuation (+/-60 degree exposure angle) 
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Impacts 
Tables 2.14 through 2.16 also show predictions of future peak hour noise levels for 
the year 2030, with and without the project. The results of the analysis showed that 
the three Build Alternatives affected the same receptors similarly, but the predicted 
noise levels differed slightly. 

Seven of the 27 receptors would not experience traffic noise impacts approaching or 
exceeding the acceptable level for outdoor residential noise abatement (67 decibels) 
for any of the Build Alternatives. These receptors are 11 through 14, 17, 18, and 20. 
Receptor 7 is not a sensitive receptor (water pump house) and would be acquired for 
the construction project. 

The remaining 19 receptors would experience traffic noise impacts approaching or 
exceeding the acceptable level for outdoor residential noise abatement (67 decibels) 
from all Build Alternatives. These receptors are 1 through 6, 8 through 10a, 15, 16, 
19, and 21 through 25. Even without the project, these receptors are expected to 
experience an increase in noise based on the anticipated increase in traffic volumes 
from planned growth in the surrounding areas. With the construction of the project, 
traffic would be moved away from the majority of these receptors, decreasing future 
noise levels. 

Construction 
It is inevitable that most of the residences will experience an increase in noise levels 
in the vicinity of the project due to construction activities. Night construction is 
expected for the project, and there would be an increased potential for noise impacts 
on neighboring areas. Specific information on noise from night construction such as 
hours of impact or decibel level restrictions will be provided at a later stage. Project 
construction is expected to last about two years. 

Noise produced by construction equipment would occur with varying intensity and 
duration during the various phases of construction. Table 2.17 shows the range of 
noise emissions from various types of construction equipment at a distance of 50 feet. 
Temporary barriers can be effective for residences within 200 feet of the right-of-way 
line. Pile driving is a construction method that generates higher than normal noise 
levels, as shown in Table 2.17. A pile driver could be used when the San Juan Creek 
Bridge, at Breen Road, is expanded or replaced.  
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Table 2.17 Construction Equipment Noise Ranges 

Equipment Type Average Noise Level 
(dBA) at 50 feet 

Pile Driver 100 
Dump Truck 80 
Front Loader 80 
Backhoe 79 
Excavator 76 
Dozer 71 
Compressor 74 
Pump 70 

 Sources: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Noise Control: Pile Driver Demonstration Project 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Abatement Measures Under the 
National Environmental Policy Act 
Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol sets forth the criteria for determining when 
an abatement measure is reasonable and feasible. Feasible means that when the 
barrier is constructed at the height and length recommended the barrier would reduce 
local noise levels by 5 decibels or more.  

Abatement is considered reasonable if a cost/benefit analysis indicates it to be a 
prudent expenditure of public funds. Whether or not the recommended sound 
abatement is a reasonable expenditure will be determined by comparing the 
reasonable costs to the engineer’s estimate for each barrier. The total reasonable cost 
allowance, calculated in accordance with Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, is 
$44,000 per residence benefited. 

The Project Development Team and the concerned residents also have a voice in 
whether or not sound barriers determined to be a reasonable expenditure are actually 
constructed. Tables 2.14 through 2.16 show the noise reduction achieved from 
barriers of varying heights and whether the abatement was determined reasonable and 
feasible.  

Receptors 1 and 2 represent the San Juan Elementary School. Discussions between 
Caltrans and officials from the San Juan Elementary School revealed that the school 
does not want barriers constructed along existing State Route 156. Receptor 3, the 
San Juan Inn, is a commercial establishment, and Caltrans does not generally provide 
noise abatement for commercial receptors. Noise abatement is not feasible for 
Receptor 4, the Breen Adobe.  
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Caltrans determined sound abatement was feasible for the remaining 15 receptors 
identified for all Build Alternatives, but only reasonable for Receptor 25.  

Barrier 1 would abate noise at Receptors 5 and 6, which represent two homes located 
at the intersection of Cagney Road and Breen Road, slightly north of State Route 156. 
The existing noise level at Receptor 5 is 69 decibels and the future noise level for all 
the Build Alternatives is predicted to be 69 decibels. The existing noise level at 
Receptor 6 is 66 decibels and the future noise level for all the Build Alternatives is 
predicted to be 66 decibels. To achieve a 5-decibel reduction, for all the Build 
Alternatives, a sound wall 16 feet high and 630 feet long would be needed. The 
reasonable cost for this barrier is $88,000. The current estimated cost of the wall is 
$285,700. Because the estimated cost of the barrier exceeds the reasonable cost 
allowance, the construction of a barrier at this location is considered unreasonable. 

Barrier 2 would abate noise at Receptor 8, which represents one residence located 
midway between Cagney Road and Lucy Brown Lane on the north side of State 
Route 156. The existing noise level at Receptor 8 is 69 decibels and the future noise 
level is predicted to be 67 decibels for Alternatives 2 and 6, and 68 decibels for 
Alternative 4A. To achieve a 5-decibel reduction, a sound wall 12 feet high for all the 
Build Alternatives would be needed. The reasonable cost for this barrier is $44,000. 
The recommended length of the wall for Alternative 2 is 840 feet long at a current 
estimated cost of $289,400. The recommended length of the wall for Alternative 4A 
is 670 feet at a current estimated cost of $230,800. The recommended length of the 
wall for Alternative 6 is 840 feet long at a current estimated cost of $289,400. 
Because the estimated cost of the barrier exceeds the reasonable cost allowance, the 
construction of a barrier at this location is considered unreasonable. 

Barrier 3 would abate noise at Receptors 9, 10, and 10a, which represent three homes 
located east of Lucy Brown Lane on the north side of State Route 156. The existing 
noise level at Receptors 9, 10, and 10a is 69 decibels and the future noise level is 
predicted to be 67 decibels for Alternatives 2 and 6, and 68 decibels for Alternative 
4A. To achieve a 5-decibel reduction, a sound wall 12 feet high for all the Build 
Alternatives is needed. The reasonable cost for this barrier is $132,000. The 
recommended length of the wall for Alternative 2 is 1,320 feet long at a current 
estimated cost of $454,500. The recommended length of the wall for Alternative 4A 
is 780 feet at a current estimated cost of $268,600. The recommended length of the 
wall for Alternative 6 is 760 feet long at a current estimated cost of $261,700. 
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Because the estimated cost of the barrier exceeds the reasonable cost allowance, the 
construction of a barrier at this location is considered unreasonable. 

Barrier 4 would abate noise at Receptor 15, which represents one home located west 
of Bixby Road at State Route 156. The existing noise level at Receptor 15 is 74 
decibels and the future noise level is predicted to be 67 decibels for Alternative 2, 69 
decibels for Alternative 4A, and 68 decibels for Alternative 6. To achieve a 5-decibel 
reduction, a sound wall 11 feet high for all the Build Alternatives is needed. The 
reasonable cost for this barrier is $44,000. The recommended length of the wall for 
Alternative 2 is 860 feet long at a current estimated cost of $278,200. The 
recommended length of the wall for Alternative 4A is 680 feet at a current estimated 
cost of $240,000. The recommended length of the wall for Alternative 6 is 840 feet 
long at a current estimated cost of $296,500. Because the estimated cost of the barrier 
exceeds the reasonable cost allowance, the construction of a barrier at this location is 
considered unreasonable. 

Barrier 5 would abate noise at Receptor 16, which represents one home located east 
of Bixby Road at State Route 156. The existing noise level at Receptor 16 is 74 
decibels and the future noise level is predicted to be 67 decibels for Alternative 2, 69 
decibels for Alternative 4A, and 68 decibels for Alternative 6. To achieve a 5-decibel 
reduction, a sound wall 11 feet high for all the Build Alternatives is needed. The 
reasonable cost for this barrier is $44,000. The recommended length of the wall for 
Alternative 2 is 710 feet long at a current estimated cost of $229,800. The 
recommended length of the wall for Alternative 4A is 560 feet at a current estimated 
cost of $197,700. The recommended length of the wall for Alternative 6 is 700 feet 
long at a current estimated cost of $247,200. Because the estimated cost of the barrier 
exceeds the reasonable cost allowance, the construction of a barrier at this location is 
considered unreasonable. 

Barrier 6 would abate noise at Receptor 19, which represents one home located west 
of Flint Road on the south side State Route 156. The existing noise level at Receptor 
19 is 73 decibels and the future noise level is predicted to be 68 decibels for 
Alternatives 2 and 6, and 69 decibels for Alternative 4A. To achieve a 5-decibel 
reduction, a sound wall 12 feet high for all the Build Alternatives is needed. The 
reasonable cost for this barrier is $132,000. The recommended length of the wall for 
Alternative 2 is 480 feet long at a current estimated cost of $136,900. The 
recommended length of the wall for Alternative 4A is 580 feet at a current estimated 
cost of $165,400. The recommended length of the wall for Alternative 6 is 440 feet 
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long at a current estimated cost of $125,500. Because the estimated cost of the barrier 
exceeds the reasonable cost allowance, the construction of a barrier at this location is 
considered unreasonable. 

Barrier 7 would abate noise at Receptor 21, which represents one home located on 
the south side of State Route 156 at Flint Road. The existing noise level at Receptor 
21 is 73 decibels and the future noise level is predicted to be 68 decibels for 
Alternatives 2 and 6, and 69 decibels for Alternative 4A. To achieve a 5-decibel 
reduction, a sound wall 12 feet high for all the Build Alternatives is needed. The 
reasonable cost for this barrier is $44,000. The recommended length of the wall for 
Alternative 2 is 510 feet long at a current estimated cost of $145,400. The 
recommended length of the wall for Alternative 4A is 640 feet at a current estimated 
cost of $182,500. The recommended length of the wall for Alternative 6 is 480 feet 
long at a current estimated cost of $136,900. Because the estimated cost of the barrier 
exceeds the reasonable cost allowance, the construction of a barrier at this location is 
considered unreasonable. 

Barrier 8 would abate noise for Receptors 22, 23, 24, and 24a, which represent four 
homes located on the north side of State Route 156 east of Central Avenue. The 
existing noise level at Receptor 22 is 69 decibels and the future noise level is 
predicted to be 67 decibels for Alternatives 2 and 6, and 68 decibels for Alternative 
4A. The existing noise level at Receptors 23, 24, and 24a is 75 decibels and the future 
noise level is predicted to be 70 decibels for Alternative 2, 72 decibels for Alternative 
4A, and 71 decibels for Alternative 6. To achieve a 5-decibel reduction, a sound wall 
12 feet high for all the Build Alternatives is needed. The reasonable cost for this 
barrier is $176,000. The recommended length of the wall for Alternative 2 is 1,300 
feet long at a current estimated cost of $468,000. The recommended length of the 
wall for Alternative 4A is 1,280 feet at a current estimated cost of $460,800. The 
recommended length of the wall for Alternative 6 is 1,330 feet long at a current 
estimated cost of $457,950. Because the estimated cost of the barrier exceeds the 
reasonable cost allowance, the construction of a barrier at this location is considered 
unreasonable. 

Barrier 9 would abate noise for Receptor 25, the Mission Farm RV Park located at 
400 San Juan-Hollister Road. For facilities like this one, each 100 front feet (along 
the highway) counts as a residential equivalent. The facility has approximately 656 
feet of frontage on State Route 156; therefore, this receptor represents seven 
residential equivalents. The existing noise level at Receptor 25 is 67 decibels and the 
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future noise level is predicted to be 71 decibels for all the Build Alternatives. To 
achieve a 5-decibel reduction, a sound wall 9 feet high would be needed for all Build 
Alternatives. The reasonable cost for this barrier is $308,000. The recommended 
length of the wall for Alternative 2 is 940 feet long at a current estimated cost of 
$270,700. The recommended length of the wall for Alternative 4A is 800 feet at a 
current estimated cost of $230,400. The recommended length of the wall for 
Alternative 6 is 870 feet long at a current estimated cost of $250,600. Because the 
estimated cost of the barrier does not exceed the reasonable cost allowance, the 
construction of a barrier at this location is considered reasonable. 

Based on the studies completed to date, Caltrans intends to incorporate noise 
abatement in the form of a barrier at the Mission Farm RV Park. Due to the drainage 
ditch and redwood trees within the existing right-of-way, the sound barrier would be 
placed on top of a retaining wall, as shown in Figure 2-4. If during final design, 
conditions have substantially changed, noise abatement may not be necessary. The 
final decision on noise abatement will be made on completion of the project design 
and the public involvement processes.  

Several methods are proposed in the Federal Highway Administration’s Highway 
Noise Manual for dealing with construction noise. Methods that could be applicable 
to this project include the following: 

• Keep the public advised of high noise level operations through media 
announcements. 

• When applicable, use temporary noise barriers, which may be effective in 
minimizing construction noise, dust, glare, and visual impacts.   

• Install special telephones in the resident engineer’s office to receive noise 
complaints. The telephone numbers would be publicized in local newspapers and 
by letter to residences near the construction area. Studies show the public is more 
tolerant of short-term noise if construction schedules are publicized well in 
advance because residents can adjust their schedules in advance for a few noisy 
nights.  

• When possible, schedule noisier operations in daylight hours when they are least 
likely to disturb local residents or businesses.  

• Minimize nighttime construction. 
• When possible, construct proposed barriers before the construction project begins, 

which would also protect residents from construction noise, dust, and glare.
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Figure 2-4 Soundwall Cross Sections 
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Cumulative Impacts  
The proposed project would not contribute to a significant cumulative adverse impact 
but may actually decrease noise levels within the project limits. Except for one mile 
within San Juan Bautista’s city limits, the majority of the proposed project would be 
constructed in an area that is primarily rural where noise receptors are scattered 
throughout the area. The noise study determined that the predicted noise levels in the 
year 2030 for all the Build Alternatives would be less than the predicted noise levels 
(2030) without the project except for Receptor 25, which is an RV park within the 
city limits. The Noise Study also determined that sound abatement would decrease 
the noise levels for Receptor 25 below the noise abatement criterion for outdoor 
residential uses (67 decibels).  

2.3 Biological Environment 

Caltrans biologists prepared a Natural Environment Study for the project in March 
2007. The study provides information needed to comply with a variety of state and 
federal laws, regulations, and executive orders relating to the natural environment. 
Potential effects on natural resources, including federal and state special-status 
species and their habitats, were analyzed.  

Caltrans biologists searched the California Natural Diversity Data Base Rarefind (San 
Juan Bautista, Hollister, Watsonville East, Prunedale, Salinas, Natividad, Mr. Harlan, 
Paicines, Tres Pinos, Three Sisters, San Felipe, and Chittenden U.S. Geological 
Survey Quadrangles), examined topographical maps, and conducted field surveys to 
determine the potential impacts of this project on the biological resources of the area. 

2.3.1 Natural Communities 

Regulatory Setting 
This section of the document discusses natural communities of concern. The focus of 
this section is on biological communities, not individual plant or animal species. This 
section also includes information on wildlife corridors and habitat fragmentation. 
Wildlife corridors are areas of habitat used by wildlife for seasonal or daily migration. 
Habitat fragmentation involves the potential for dividing sensitive habitat and 
thereby, lessening its biological value. 

Habitat areas that have been designated as critical habitat under the Federal 
Endangered Species Act are discussed in Threatened and Endangered Species, 
Section 2.3.5. Wetlands and other waters are discussed in Section 2.3.2. 
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Affected Environment 
The project runs through the San Juan Valley where agriculture is the dominant land 
use. The project area consists of row crops and orchards with some rural 
residential/farmhouses along the highway.  

The biological study area (see Figure 2-5) is primarily non-native grasslands, which 
consist of non-native ruderal grasses, wild oats, Italian thistle, black mustard, cockle 
burr, fiddleneck, long-beaked filaree, burr clover, scarlet pimpernel, California 
poppy, and plantain. Along the San Juan Creek there is some riparian scrub habitat 
consisting of primarily nettles and willows. The dominant plant species are ruderal 
grasses and non-native thistles. Ruderal refers to disturbed areas, such as unpaved 
highway shoulders, with mostly weedy species. 

Impacts 
No natural communities of concern would be impacted by the project.  

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are necessary. 

2.3.2 Wetlands and Other Waters 

Regulatory Setting 
Wetlands and other waters are protected under a number of laws and regulations. At 
the federal level, the Clean Water Act (33 U.S. Code 1344) is the primary law 
regulating wetlands and waters. The Clean Water Act regulates the discharge of 
dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, including wetlands. Waters 
of the United States include navigable waters, interstate waters, territorial seas, and 
other waters that may be used in interstate or foreign commerce. To classify wetlands 
for the purposes of the Clean Water Act, a three-parameter approach is used that 
includes the presence of hydrophytic (water-loving) vegetation, wetland hydrology, 
and hydric soils (soils subject to saturation/inundation). All three parameters must be 
present, under normal circumstances, for an area to be designated as a jurisdictional 
wetland under the Clean Water Act (Section 2.2.2).  

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act establishes a regulatory program that provides 
that no discharge of dredged or fill material can be permitted if a practicable 
alternative exists that is less damaging to the aquatic environment or if the Nation’s 
waters would be significantly degraded. The Section 404 permit program is run by the 
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers with oversight by the Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

The Executive Order for the Protection of Wetlands (11990) also regulates the 
activities of federal agencies with regard to wetlands. Essentially, this executive order 
states that a federal agency, such as the Federal Highway Administration, cannot 
undertake or provide assistance for new construction located in wetlands unless the 
head of the agency finds: 1) that there is no practicable alternative to the construction 
and 2) the proposed project includes all practicable measures to minimize harm. 

At the State level wetlands and waters are regulated primarily by the California 
Department of Fish and Game and the Regional Water Quality Control Boards. In 
certain circumstances, the Coastal Commission (or Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission) may also be involved. Sections 1600-1607 of the Fish and 
Game Code require any agency that proposes a project that will substantially divert or 
obstruct the natural flow of or substantially change the bed or bank of a river, stream, 
or lake to notify the California Department of Fish and Game before beginning 
construction. If the California Department of Fish and Game determines that the 
project may substantially and adversely affect fish or wildlife resources, a Lake or 
Streambed Alteration Agreement will be required. California Department of Fish and 
Game jurisdictional limits are usually defined by the tops of the stream or lake banks, 
or by the outer edge of riparian vegetation, whichever is wider. Wetlands under 
jurisdiction of the Army Corps of Engineers may or may not be included in the area 
covered by a Streambed Alteration Agreement obtained from the Department of Fish 
and Game.  

The Regional Water Quality Control Boards were established under the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act to oversee water quality. The Regional Water 
Quality Control Boards also issue water quality certifications in compliance with 
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. Please see the Water Quality section for 
additional details. 

Affected Environment 
Caltrans biologists delineated wetlands and other waters of the U.S. on July 17, 2003 
and July 23, 2003. No wetlands were identified within the project limits.  

The only waters of the U.S. that occur within the project limits are within the San 
Juan Creek watershed. Sections of the creek upstream and downstream from State 
Route 156 have been realigned and are sparsely vegetated with willows, nettles, reed, 
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and thistles. A large drainage ditch, known as the “east ditch,” enters the highway 
right-of-way near Mission Vineyard Road from the southeast. It then turns west and 
parallels the highway for a distance of approximately 1,273 feet before flowing into 
San Juan Creek just upstream of the San Juan Creek bridge. Another smaller ditch, 
known as the “west ditch,” runs parallel to and south of the highway from The 
Alameda for about 256 feet to the east before it crosses the highway via a culvert. A 
wetland is located at the outlet of the culvert, but it is outside the project limits.  

Impacts 
All Build Alternatives would require a small amount of fill to be placed into waters of 
the U.S. in construction of the bridge over San Juan Creek and replacement of a 
culvert at Mission Vineyard Road, resulting in permanent impacts. Caltrans 
considered these impacts to waters of the U.S. Table 2.18 shows both temporary and 
permanent impacts. 

Table 2.18 Impacts to Waters of the U.S. 

Alternative 
Impacts Location 

2 4A 6 

San Juan Creek Bridge 0.15 acre 0.15 acre 0.15 acre 
Temporary 

Mission Vineyard Culvert 0.07 acre 0.07 acre 0.07 acre 

San Juan Creek Bridge 0.15 acre 0.15 acre 0.15 acre 
*Permanent 

Mission Vineyard Culvert 0.06 acre 0.06 acre 0.06 acre 

Total area affected 0.43 acre 0.43 acre 0.43 acre 

* This impact is the maximum dependent on the bridge widening design chosen 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
No wetlands were found within the proposed project area, but wetlands were 
identified next to State Route 156 north of the existing route. Environmentally 
Sensitive Area fencing would be placed around those wetlands to ensure that there 
would be no impacts to that area. 

A nationwide Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, a Section 401 Certification from the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, and a Section 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California 
Department of Fish and Game would be required for all Build Alternatives. 
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2.3.3 Plant Species 

Regulatory Setting 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Game 
share regulatory responsibility for the protection of special-status plant species. 
“Special-status” species are selected for protection because they are rare and/or 
subject to population and habitat declines. Special-status is a general term for species 
that are afforded varying levels of regulatory protection. The highest level of 
protection is given to threatened and endangered species; these are species that are 
formally listed or proposed for listing as endangered or threatened under the Federal 
Endangered Species Act and/or the California Endangered Species Act. Please see 
Threatened and Endangered Species, Section 2.3.5, in this document for detailed 
information regarding these species.  

This section of the document discusses all the other special-status plant species, 
including California Department of Fish and Game fully protected species and 
species of special concern, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service candidate species, and non-
listed California Native Plant Society rare and endangered plants. 

The regulatory requirements for the Federal Endangered Species Act can be found at 
U.S. Code 16, Section 1531, et seq. See also 50 Code of Federal Regulations Part 
402. The regulatory requirements for the California Endangered Species Act can be 
found at California Fish and Game Code, Section 2050, et seq. Caltrans projects are 
also subject to the Native Plant Protection Act, found at Fish and Game Code, 
Sections 1900-1913, and the California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources 
Code, Sections 2100-21177. 

Affected Environment 
Caltrans biologists conducted field surveys on April 23, 2004 and July 16, 2004 to 
identify plant species within the project area. 

Two plants with potential to occur in the project area, the Congdon’s tarplant and the 
round-leaved filaree, are listed as California Native Plant Society special-status plant 
species. The Congdon’s tarplant grows in alkaline areas of the valley and foothill 
grasslands. The round-leaved filaree grows in cismontane woodland and valley and 
foothill grasslands. These plants were not seen during the surveys. 
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Impacts 
The proposed project would not have an impact to either the Congdon’s tarplant or 
round-leaved filaree. Neither the Congdon’s tarplant nor the round-leaved filaree was 
found in the proposed project area. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
No mitigation measures are necessary. 

2.3.4 Animal Species 

Regulatory Setting 
Many state and federal laws regulate impacts to wildlife. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Fisheries, and the 
California Department of Fish and Game are responsible for implementing these 
laws. This section discusses potential impacts and permit requirements associated 
with wildlife not listed or proposed for listing under the state or federal Endangered 
Species Act. Species listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered are 
discussed in Section 2.3.5. All other special-status animal species are discussed here, 
including California Department of Fish and Game fully protected species and 
species of special concern, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration Fisheries candidate species.   

Federal laws and regulations pertaining to wildlife include the following: 

• National Environmental Policy Act 
• Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
• Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
• Marine Mammal Protection Act 

State laws and regulations pertaining to wildlife include the following: 

• California Environmental Quality Act 
• Sections 1601 – 1603 of the Fish and Game Code 
• Sections 4150 and 4152 of the Fish and Game Code 

Affected Environment 
Caltrans biologists conducted field surveys in September 2004, February 2007, and 
March 2007 to identify animal species. 
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On March 23, 2007, two western pond turtles were identified in an agricultural ditch 
that drains into San Juan Creek. The western pond turtle (Emys marmorata) is a 
California Department of Fish and Game species of special concern.  

No other special-status animal species were identified within the project limits. 

There are trees within the project limits, such as willows and the two rows of 
redwoods (Sequoia sempervirens) along State Route 156 next to the Mission Farm 
RV Park, which may be used by migratory birds.  

Impacts 
Habitat disturbance during construction of the bridge would place any western pond 
turtles in the area at risk. If western pond turtles enter the work area during 
construction, they could be injured or killed. No permanent net loss of aquatic habitat 
would occur with any of the Build Alternatives because all impacts to the western 
pond turtle and its habitat would be temporary impacts during construction. There 
may be a small amount (up to 0.01 acre) of permanent impact to riparian habitat 
dependent on the design method chosen for the bridge widening. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Environmental Sensitive Area fencing will be used to exclude western pond turtles 
from the work area during construction.  

The proposed project may require the relocation of any western pond turtles found in 
the work area during construction of the bridge at San Juan Creek (see Figure 2-6). A 
qualified biologist will monitor the project area during construction activities that 
occur in this portion of the project. If any turtles are found, they will be returned to a 
safe part of San Juan Creek or the drainage ditch, well away from construction 
activities. All riparian areas affected by the project would be replanted with willows 
to the maximum extent practical. At minimum, enough area would be planted to 
ensure that there would be no net loss of aquatic or riparian habitat as a result of this 
project. 

2.3.5 Threatened and Endangered Species 

Regulatory Setting 
The primary federal law protecting threatened and endangered species is the Federal 
Endangered Species Act: 16 U.S. Code, Section 1531, et seq. See also 50 Code of 
Federal Regulations Part 402. This act and subsequent amendments provide for the 
conservation of endangered and threatened species and the ecosystems upon which 
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they depend. Under Section 7 of this act, federal agencies, such as the Federal 
Highway Administration, and Caltrans as assigned, are required to consult with the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration Fisheries to ensure that they are not undertaking, funding, permitting 
or authorizing actions likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or 
destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat. Critical habitat is defined as 
geographic locations critical to the existence of a threatened or endangered species. 
The outcome of consultation under Section 7 is a Biological Opinion or an Incidental 
Take Statement. Section 3 of the Federal Endangered Species Act defines take as 
“harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect or any attempt 
at such conduct.” 

California has enacted a similar law at the State level, the California Endangered 
Species Act, California Fish and Game Code, Section 2050, et. seq. The California 
Endangered Species Act emphasizes early consultation to avoid potential impacts to 
rare, endangered, and threatened species and to develop appropriate planning to offset 
project-caused losses of listed species populations and their essential habitats. The 
California Department of Fish and Game is the agency responsible for implementing 
the California Endangered Species Act. Section 2081 of the Fish and Game Code 
prohibits “take” of any species determined to be an endangered species or a 
threatened species. Take is defined in Section 86 of the Fish and Game Code as 
“hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or 
kill.” The California Endangered Species Act allows for take incidental to otherwise 
lawful development projects; for these actions an Incidental Take Permit is issued by 
the California Department of Fish and Game. For projects requiring a Biological 
Opinion under Section 7 of the Federal Endangered Species Act, the California 
Department of Fish and Game may also authorize impacts to the California 
Endangered Species Act species by issuing a Consistency Determination under 
Section 2080.1 of the Fish and Game Code.  

Affected Environment 
The Biological Study Area for the project is shown in Figure 2-5. Caltrans biologists 
identified habitat for the California red-legged frog and the California tiger 
salamander within the project area, but determined there was no suitable habitat for 
the San Joaquin kit fox. 



Chapter 2 Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences,  
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 

116 San Benito Route 156 Improvement Project

San Joaquin kit fox 
No surveys were conducted for the San Joaquin kit fox, which was listed as 
threatened under the California Endangered Species Act in 1971, and as endangered 
under the Federal Endangered Species Act on March 11, 1967. All recorded kit fox 
occurrences for San Benito County are located east of the project limits, and there is 
no recorded evidence of the San Joaquin kit fox being observed within or adjacent to 
the project. According to the 2008 California Natural Diversity Data Base, the nearest 
observations were of a family group near Union Road and State Route 25. This citing, 
between 1972 and 1975, was south of Hollister, over four miles east of the eastern 
limits of the project. The project segment of State Route 156 does not cross or 
separate any known San Joaquin kit fox occurrences. 

Furthermore, the areas surrounding the project are subjected to intensive agricultural 
practices, which according to several studies (California State University, Stockton, 
2004; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1998; and Jameson and Peters, 1988) does not 
provide suitable habitat for the San Joaquin kit fox. No avoidance or minimization 
measures are necessary for this species because Caltrans biologists have determined 
that the species is not expected to occur in this area.  

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued a Biological Opinion on September 19, 
2008 concurring with this determination. 

California Red-Legged Frog 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service listed the California red-legged frog as threatened. 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service designated critical habitat for the California red-
legged frog on March 13, 2001. On November 6, 2002, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service withdrew the critical habitat designation due to litigation. On April 13, 2004, 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service re-proposed critical habitat for the California red-
legged frog. The Biological Study Area does not currently fall within designated 
California red-legged frog critical habitat (April 13, 2006).  

On October 11, 2000, Caltrans biologists conducted a survey for the California red-
legged frog but did not find any. On October 17, 2003, Caltrans biologists found four 
adult California red-legged frogs in the large drainage ditch, approximately 50 feet 
from San Juan Creek (Figure 2-6). The primary source of water for this ditch is 
agricultural runoff and can be expected year round. 

California red-legged frogs can range in size from 1.5 to 5 inches in length. The belly 
and hind legs of adult frogs are often red or salmon pink, henceforth its name. The 
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frog’s back has small black flecks and larger dark blotches on a background of 
brown, gray, olive, or reddish-brown. Between late winter and early spring, during 
the few weeks of breeding season, the frogs can be recognized by their low, staccato 
grunts, except for the northern red-legged frog, which has no vocal sacs. 

According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the breeding season for California 
red-legged frogs can range from November through March with earlier breeding 
records occurring in southern localities. Red-legged frogs found in Northern 
California breed soon after the ice melts, from January to March. Red-legged frogs 
found in interior sites may hibernate, whereas, frogs living in coastal drainages are 
rarely inactive.  

Females can lay between 2,000 and 5,000 eggs in a single mass, usually during or 
shortly following large rainfall events from late December to early April. The eggs 
are attached to vertical emergent vegetation, such as bulrushes or cattails. The eggs 
take 6 to 14 days to hatch, and tadpoles take anywhere from 3.5 months to 7 months 
to develop into frogs. Less than 1 percent of the hatched eggs become adult frogs. 
Tadpoles and young frogs feed on invertebrates, which they hunt day and night. Adult 
frogs feed and are mostly active at night when they can feed on insects, California 
mice, and Pacific tree frogs. 

Their habitat is fairly distinctive, combining both specific aquatic and riparian 
components. Adults require dense, shrubby or emergent riparian vegetation closely 
associated with still or slow-moving deep water (at least 2 1/3 feet deep). 

California Tiger Salamander 
On August 5, 2004, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service listed the California tiger 
salamander (Ambystoma californiense) as threatened throughout its range.  

Caltrans biologists conducted surveys around the ponds nearest to the project area 
for California tiger salamanders on December 11, 2003, and no salamanders were 
sighted. Surveys conducted at known California tiger salamander ponds the same 
night also produced negative results. This was a dry winter. A survey was 
attempted in January 2007, but ponds near the non-native grassland did not hold 
water sufficiently long enough to support California tiger salamander breeding. 

The California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense) is an amphibian. It is 
large or stocky with a broad, rounded snout. Adult males are about 8 inches long, 
whereas, the females grow a little less than 7 inches long. They have white or pale 
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yellow spots or bars on a black background on the back and sides. Their bellies vary 
from almost uniform white or pale yellow to a variegated pattern of white or pale 
yellow and black. They have small eyes with black irises. The eyes protrude from 
their heads.  

The species is restricted to grasslands and low (under 1,500 foot) foothill regions 
where lowland aquatic sites are available for breeding. They prefer natural seasonal 
pools or ponds that mimic them (stock ponds that are allowed to go dry).  

California tiger salamanders are known to occur in several ponds on the San Juan 
Oaks Golf Course property, which is located west of Union Road and approximately 
900 feet south of State Route 156. No California tiger salamander aquatic habitat 
occurred within the project footprint. 

There is not continuous grassland habitat connecting the project footprint to the 
nearest California tiger salamander breeding ponds. The California tiger 
salamander spends about 95 percent of its lifecycle (its non-breeding period) in 
burrows. A small area of non-native grassland is located at the east end of the 
project at the southeast corner of the State Route 156 and Union Road intersection 
(see Figure 2-7). A low density of pocket gopher and California ground squirrel 
burrows, which may be used by California tiger salamanders, are located in an 
area of this non-native grassland. This area is periodically mowed adjacent to 
Union Road and is surrounded by agricultural fields on the west and north side of 
the project footprint. 
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Figure 2-5 Biological Study Area (BSA) for the Project 
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This section shows the area of temporary and permanent impacts to the California red-legged frog (CRLF). 

Figure 2-6 Biological Study Area (San Juan Creek area)
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This section shows the placement of ESA fencing used to indicate the Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA). 

Figure 2-7 Biological Study Area (Union Road) 
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Impacts 
California Red-Legged Frog 
Formal Section 7 consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was initiated 
with a determination of “effect, not likely to adversely affect.” This project qualified 
for the Programmatic Biological Opinion for California red-legged frog issued to the 
Federal Highway Administration. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued a 
Biological Opinion on September 19, 2008 concurring with that determination. 

Biological surveys examined the possibility that widening the highway could increase 
road-induced mortality and “barrier effect” for California red-legged frogs (“barrier 
effect” refers to a reduction of habitat access). Studies cited by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service in the Final Rule designating California red-legged frog critical 
habitat (which was withdrawn) found that traffic volumes of 26 cars per hour reduced 
the survival rate of common toads (Bufo bufo) crossing roads to zero. The U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service further concluded that roads that averaged 30 cars or more per 
hour between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 4:00 a.m. were barriers to California red-
legged frog dispersal (USFWS, 2001). Research conducted by Caltrans for State 
Route 156 between U.S. 101 and Hollister indicates that traffic volumes substantially 
exceed the 30 cars per hour threshold during that time period. 

Caltrans biologists have determined there would be no appreciable increase in road-
induced mortality or “barrier effect” as a result of the project because the existing 
highway is already a barrier to California red-legged frogs. 

Habitat disturbance during construction of the bridge would place frogs in the area at 
risk. If California red-legged frogs enter the work area during construction, they could 
be injured or killed. Although the project may result in the death of a small number of 
California red-legged frogs, its impacts to this population of California red-legged 
frogs and their habitat would be minor. No permanent net loss of California red-
legged frog aquatic habitat would occur with any of the Build Alternatives because all 
impacts to the California red-legged frog and its habitat would be temporary impacts 
during construction. There may be a small amount (up to 0.01 acre) of permanent 
impact to riparian habitat dependent on the design method chosen for the bridge 
widening. 

California Tiger Salamander 
A Biological Assessment was prepared and Section 7 consultation with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service was initiated through Caltrans, as assigned by the Federal 
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Highway Administration, after the preferred alternative was selected. Initially, 
Caltrans biologists determined that there would be no temporary or permanent 
impacts to upland habitat occupied by the California tiger salamander. During formal 
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, habitat was identified closer to 
the project area. Based on the late discovery of habitat, Caltrans biologists have 
changed the determination to, “may effect, likely to adversely affect” the California 
tiger salamander. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued a Biological Opinion on 
September 19, 2008 concurring with that determination. 

The initial determination was based on the conclusion that the nearest breeding ponds 
for California tiger salamanders were over two miles away from the project area. In 
addition, because of the low density of rodent burrows and the lack of continuous 
grassland habitat connecting the project footprint (area that is affected) to the 
breeding ponds, there was a low likelihood of this non-native grassland being used as 
California tiger salamander upland habitat. However, California tiger salamander 
breeding ponds were recently discovered approximately 0.75 mile away. Therefore, 
there is a potential for impacts to adult salamanders within upland habitat during 
construction because the project footprint is within the 1.24-mile dispersal distance 
from known California tiger salamander breeding ponds.  

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
California Red-Legged Frog 
The proposed project may require the relocation of any California red-legged frogs 
found in the work area during construction of the bridge at San Juan Creek (see 
Figure 2-5). 

All riparian areas affected by the project will be replanted with vegetation similar to 
what was removed (such as willows) to the maximum extent practical. At minimum, 
enough area would be planted to ensure that there would be no net loss of California 
red-legged frog aquatic or riparian habitat as a result of this project. San Juan Creek 
and the ditch adjacent to the creek would be designated as an environmentally 
sensitive area and fenced to avoid impacts to California red-legged frog habitat (see 
Figure 2-5). For all Build Alternatives, the following measures would be taken to 
avoid or minimize impacts to the California red-legged frog: 

• A qualified biologist would survey the portions of the east ditch and San Juan 
Creek within the footprint of the project. If any California red-legged frogs were 
found, then the biologist would relocate them to suitable habitat within San Juan 
Creek.  
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• Caltrans would identify all areas of suitable California red-legged frog habitat 
near the project but outside the footprint of the project as Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas. Caltrans would direct the contractor to avoid these areas (see 
Figure 2-3). 

• During project activities, all trash that may attract predators would be properly 
contained, removed from the work site, and disposed of regularly. Following 
construction, all trash and construction debris would be removed from work areas. 

• All refueling, maintenance, and staging of equipment and vehicles would occur at 
least 60 feet from riparian habitat or water bodies and preferably not in a location 
where a spill could drain directly toward aquatic habitat. Prior to the onset of 
work, the construction contractor would ensure that a plan is in place for prompt 
and effective response to any accidental spills. All workers would be informed of 
the importance of preventing spills and of the appropriate measures to take should 
a spill occur. 

• Project sites would be re-vegetated with an assemblage of native riparian, 
wetland, and upland vegetation suitable for the area. Locally collected plant 
materials would be used to the extent practicable. Invasive, exotic plants would be 
controlled to the maximum extent practicable. This measure would be 
implemented in all areas disturbed by activities associated with the project unless 
it is not feasible or practical; i.e., an area disturbed by construction that would be 
used for future activities would not need to be re-vegetated. 

• Habitat contours would be returned to their original configuration at the end of 
project activities. This measure would be implemented in all areas disturbed by 
activities associated with the project, unless it is not feasible or modification of 
original contours would benefit the California red-legged frog. 

• Caltrans would attempt to schedule work activities for times of the year when 
impacts to the California red-legged frogs would be minimal. For example, work 
that would affect large pools that may support breeding would be avoided, to the 
maximum degree practicable, during the breeding season (November through 
May). Isolated pools that are important to maintain California red-legged frogs 
through the driest portions of the year would be avoided, to the maximum degree 
practicable, during the late summer and early fall. Habitat assessments, surveys, 
and informal consultation between Caltrans and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service during project planning should be used to assist in scheduling work 
activities to avoid sensitive habitats during key times of the year. 

• To control sedimentation during and after project implementation, the 
construction contractor would implement best management practices outlined in 
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any authorizations or permits issued under the authorities of the Clean Water Act 
that it receives for the specific project. 

• If a work site were to be temporarily dewatered by pumping, intakes would be 
completely screened with wire mesh not larger than 0.2 inch to prevent California 
red-legged frogs from entering the pump system. Water would be released or 
pumped downstream at an appropriate rate to maintain downstream flows during 
construction. Upon completion of construction activities, any diversions or 
barriers to flow would be removed in a manner that would allow flow to resume 
with the least disturbance to the substrate. Alteration of the streambed would be 
minimized to the maximum extend possible; any imported material would be 
removed from the streambed upon completion of the project. 

• Unless approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, water would not be 
impounded in a manner that may attract California red-legged frogs. 

• A biologist would permanently remove any individuals of exotic species, such as 
bullfrogs (Rana catesbeiana), crayfish, and centrarchid fishes from the project 
area, to the maximum extent possible. The biologist would be responsible for 
ensuring the activities are in compliance with the California Fish and Game Code. 

California Tiger Salamander 
Potential impacts to the California tiger salamander that could occur in the uplands 
habitat adjacent to the project area at State Route 156 and Union Road would be 
avoided or minimized by incorporating the following avoidance and minimization 
measures: 

• To the maximum extent practicable, project activities within potential California 
tiger salamander upland and dispersal habitat will be implemented between May 
15 ad October 15, which is timed to occur between the breeding season and the 
fall dispersal period for California tiger salamander. 

• Exclusionary fencing will be installed to avoid impacts to adjacent non-native 
grasslands that potentially serve as California tiger salamander upland habitat (see 
Figure 2-7). 

• During vegetation removal and grading activities a qualified biologist will survey 
for and relocate any California tiger salamanders identified within potential 
California tiger salamander habitat. 

• A limited number of small mammal burrows within potential California tiger 
salamander habitat will be hand excavated prior to construction activities. 
Approximately 50 of the 300 rodent burrows identified in the eastern portion of 
the project area that are deemed most likely to contain California tiger 
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salamanders will be hand excavated by a Service-approved biologist to determine 
if California tiger salamanders are present. If a California tiger salamander is 
located during hand excavation activities, then all rodent burrows within potential 
California tiger salamander upland habitat will be excavated. If no California tiger 
salamanders are located during excavation of the 50 burrows most likely to 
contain the species, then hand excavation activities will be suspended, and 
construction activities may proceed. Any California tiger salamanders found 
during hand excavation activities will be relocated the shortest distance possible 
by a Service-approved biologist to a location that has suitable habitat and will not 
be affected by project activities. A rodent burrow hand excavation plan with 
protocol for hand excavation, potential relocation sites, protocol for determination 
of rodent burrows with highest likelihood of containing the Service at least 30 
days before hand excavation activities are to begin. 

Cumulative Impacts  
California Red-Legged Frog 
All impacts to the California red-legged frog and its habitat would be temporary or 
fully mitigated; therefore, the project would not contribute to any cumulative impacts. 

California Tiger Salamander 
There will be no permanent impacts to the California tiger salamander breeding or 
upland habitat; therefore, no mitigation is required, and the project would not 
contribute to any cumulative impacts. 

2.3.6 Invasive Species 

Regulatory Setting 
On February 3, 1999, President Clinton signed Executive Order 13112 requiring 
federal agencies to combat the introduction or spread of invasive species in the 
United States. The order defines invasive species as “any species, including its seeds, 
eggs, spores, or other biological material capable of propagating that species, that is 
not native to that ecosystem whose introduction does or is likely to cause economic or 
environmental harm or harm to human health.” Federal Highway Administration 
guidance issued August 10, 1999 directs the use of the State’s Noxious Weed List to 
define the invasive plants that must be considered as part of the National 
Environmental Policy Act analysis for a proposed project. 
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Affected Environment 
Highway corridors provide opportunities for the movement of invasive species, which 
can travel on vehicles and in the loads they carry. Invasive plants can be moved from 
site to site during spraying and mowing operations. Weed seed can be inadvertently 
introduced into the corridor on equipment during construction and through the use of 
mulch, imported soil or gravel, and sod. Although the highway right-of-way provides 
ample opportunity for weeds in adjacent land to spread along the highway corridor, 
the proposed project is located in a cultivated area where invasive species outside the 
highway right-of-way are controlled by agricultural processes. 

Impacts 
The proposed project is not likely to introduce or promote the spread of any invasive 
species outside the highway corridor. 

Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
Caltrans standard practice includes the prevention of the introduction and the 
proliferation of invasive plant species in the highway corridor. These standard 
practices may include the following: 

• Bared soil will be landscaped with Caltrans’ recommended seed mix from locally 
adapted species to preclude the invasion of noxious weeds. The use of site-
specific materials, which are adapted to local conditions, increases the likelihood 
that revegetation of bare soil will be successful and maintains the genetic integrity 
of the local ecosystem. 

• Trucks with loads carrying vegetation would be covered, and vegetative materials 
removed from the site would be disposed of in accordance with applicable laws 
and regulations. 

• In areas of particular sensitivity, extra precautions will be taken if invasive 
species are found in or adjacent to the construction areas. These include the 
inspection and cleaning of construction equipment and eradication strategies to be 
implemented should an invasion occur.
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Chapter 3 California Environmental 
Quality Act Evaluation  

The proposed project is a joint project by the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) and the Federal Highway Administration and is subject to state and federal 
environmental review requirements. Project documentation, therefore, has been 
prepared in compliance with both the California Environmental Quality Act and the 
National Environmental Policy Act. The Federal Highway Administration’s 
responsibility for environmental review, consultation, and any other action required in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act and other applicable federal 
laws for this project is being, or has been, carried out by Caltrans under its 
assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23 U.S. Code 327. Caltrans is the lead 
agency under the California Environmental Quality Act and the National 
Environmental Policy Act. 

One of the primary differences between the National Environmental Policy Act and 
the California Environmental Quality Act is the way significance is determined.  

Under the National Environmental Policy Act, significance is used to determine 
whether an Environmental Impact Statement, or some lower level of documentation, 
will be required. The National Environmental Policy Act requires that an 
Environmental Impact Statement be prepared when the proposed federal action 
(project) as a whole has the potential to “significantly affect the quality of the human 
environment.” The determination of significance is based on context and intensity. 
Some impacts determined to be significant under the California Environmental 
Quality Act may not be of sufficient magnitude to be determined significant under the 
National Environmental Policy Act. Under the National Environmental Policy Act, 
once a decision is made regarding the need for an Environmental Impact Statement, it 
is the magnitude of the impact that is evaluated and no judgment of its individual 
significance is deemed important for the text. The National Environmental Policy Act 
does not require that a determination of significant impacts be stated in the 
environmental documents.   

The California Environmental Quality Act, on the other hand, does require Caltrans to 
identify each “significant effect on the environment” resulting from the project and 
ways to mitigate each significant effect. If the project may have a significant effect on 
any environmental resource, then an Environmental Impact Report must be prepared. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/vol1/sec5/ch36eir/chap36.htm#definition�
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Each significant effect on the environment must be disclosed in the Environmental 
Impact Report and mitigated if feasible. In addition, the California Environmental 
Quality Act Guidelines list a number of mandatory findings of significance, which 
also require the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report. There are no types of 
actions under the National Environmental Policy Act that parallel the findings of 
mandatory significance under the California Environmental Quality Act. This chapter 
discusses the effects of this project and California Environmental Quality Act 
significance. 

3.1 Determining Significance under the California 
Environmental Quality Act 

“Significant effect” on the environment means substantial, or potentially substantial, 
adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the 
project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects 
of historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself shall not 
be considered a significant effect on the environment. A social or economic change 
related to a physical change may be considered in determining whether the physical 
change is significant. A definitive statewide meaning for the term “significant effect” 
is not possible since the environmental effects caused by a project vary with the 
setting. 

3.2 Discussion of Significant Impacts 

See Chapter 2 for a discussion of affected environments, potential impacts, and 
avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation measures. Chapter 3 discusses the impacts 
addressed in Chapter 2 that fall under the jurisdiction of the California Environmental 
Quality Act. 

3.2.1 Less than Significant Effects of the Proposed Project 

Noise 
When determining whether a noise impact is significant under the California 
Environmental Quality Act comparison is made between the no-build noise level and 
the build noise level. The California Environmental Quality Act noise analysis is 
completely independent of the National Environmental Policy Act-23 Code of 
Federal Regulations 772 analysis discussed in Chapter 2, which is centered on noise 
abatement criteria. Under the California Environmental Quality Act, the assessment 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/vol1/sec5/ch36eir/chap36.htm#mandatory�
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entails looking at the setting of the noise impact and then how large or perceptible 
any noise increase would be in the given area. Key considerations include the uniqueness 
of the setting, the sensitive nature of the noise receptors, the magnitude of the noise increase, 
the number of residences affected, and the absolute noise level.  

Caltrans identified 27 noise receptors, which represent homes and businesses in the 
project area. Tables 2.14 through 2.16 in Chapter 2 show the existing and predicted 
noise levels at these receptors, with and without the project, based on 2005 traffic 
information supplied by Caltrans District 5 Transportation Planning in July 2006. All 
of the Build Alternatives would have similar effects on the receptors. 

Caltrans noise policy is contained in Caltrans’ August 2006 Traffic Noise Analysis 
Protocol (“Protocol”). This protocol, approved as California’s official noise policy by 
the Federal Highway Administration on August 16, 2006, defines a substantial 
increase as an increase of 12 decibels over existing noise levels.  At no location on 
the project, do project-related noise levels increase by more than 5 decibels over 
existing noise levels. Many of the project’s sensitive receptors are north of the 
existing highway. At most of these receptors, 2030 Build noise levels would be lower 
than 2030 No Build noise levels because the realigned highway lanes would move 
traffic further south of them. The existing highway would become a frontage road 
carrying minimal traffic. 

It is widely accepted that the average healthy ear can barely perceive noise level 
changes of 3 decibels in an outdoor setting, and for most people, the threshold of 
hearing is closer to 10 decibels (See “Section N-2211” of Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol, August 2006). Since the project would not cause an increase of 
more than 5 decibels at any of the receptors and Caltrans’ Protocol defines a 
substantial increase as an increase of 12 decibels, Caltrans has determined there are 
no significant impacts under the CEQA. 

3.2.2 Significant Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project 

Caltrans has determined, according to California Environmental Quality Act 
guidelines, the project has the potential to have significant effects to farmland. The 
Natural Resource Conservation Service Farmland Impact Rating indicates that each 
Build Alternative would result in significant effects on adjacent farmland. 
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3.2.3 Unavoidable Significant Environmental Effects 

Farmland conversion was a consideration in determining which alternatives would 
warrant further consideration and which alternatives would be withdrawn. However, 
significant environmental effects to farmland are unavoidable because the existing 
State Route 156 is surrounded by farmland and any modification or new alignment of 
the route inevitably affects farmland. Alternatives to the north would lessen the 
farmland conversion but would result in numerous residential and utility relocations. 
The alternatives considered and withdrawn were discussed in Section 1.3.5. 

3.2.4 Climate Change under the California Environmental Quality Act 

Regulatory Setting 
While climate change has been a concern since at least 1988, as evidenced by the 
establishment of the United Nations and World Meteorological Organization’s 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the efforts devoted to 
greenhouse gas emissions reduction and climate change research and policy have 
increased dramatically in recent years. These efforts are primarily concerned with the 
emissions of greenhouse gases related to human activity that include carbon dioxide 
(CO2), methane, nitrous oxide, tetrafluoromethane, hexafluoroethane, sulfur 
hexafluoride, HFC-23 (fluoroform), HFC-134a (1, 1, 1, 2 –tetrafluoroethane), and 
HFC-152a (difluoroethane). 

In 2002, with the passage of Assembly Bill 1493 (AB 1493), California launched an 
innovative and pro-active approach to dealing with greenhouse gas emissions and 
climate change at the state level. Assembly Bill 1493 requires the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) to develop and implement regulations to reduce automobile 
and light truck greenhouse gas emissions. These stricter emissions standards were 
designed to apply to automobiles and light trucks beginning with the 2009-model 
year; however, in order to enact the standards California needed a waiver from the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The waiver was denied by 
Environmental Protection Agency in December 2007 and efforts to overturn the 
decision have been unsuccessful. See California v. Environmental Protection Agency, 
9th Cir. Jul. 25, 2008, No. 08-70011.   

On June 1, 2005, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-3-05. 
The goal of this Executive Order is to reduce California’s greenhouse gas emissions 
to: 1) 2000 levels by 2010, 2) 1990 levels by the 2020 and 3) 80 percent below the 
1990 levels by the year 2050. In 2006, this goal was further reinforced with the 
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passage of Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. 
AB 32 sets the same overall greenhouse gas emissions reduction goals while further 
mandating that California Air Resources Board create a plan, which includes market 
mechanisms, and implement rules to achieve “real, quantifiable, cost-effective 
reductions of greenhouse gases.” Executive Order S-20-06 further directs state 
agencies to begin implementing AB 32, including the recommendations made by the 
state’s Climate Action Team. 

With Executive Order S-01-07, Governor Schwarzenegger set forth the low carbon 
fuel standard for California. Under this executive order, the carbon intensity of 
California’s transportation fuels is to be reduced by at least 10 percent by 2020. 

Climate change and greenhouse gas reduction is also a concern at the federal level; 
however, at this time, no legislation or regulations have been enacted specifically 
addressing greenhouse gas emissions reductions and climate change. California, in 
conjunction with several environmental organizations and several other states, sued to 
force the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to regulate greenhouse gas as 
a pollutant under the Clean Air Act (Massachusetts vs. Environmental Protection 
Agency et al., 549 U.S. 497 (2007). The court ruled that greenhouse gases do fit 
within the Clean Air Act’s definition of a pollutant, and that the Environmental 
Protection Agency does have the authority to regulate greenhouse gases. Despite the 
Supreme Court ruling, there are no promulgated federal regulations to date limiting 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

According to Recommendations by the Association of Environmental Professionals 
on How to Analyze Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Global Climate change in CEQA 
Documents (March 5, 2007), an individual project does not generate enough 
greenhouse gas emissions to significantly influence global climate change. Rather, 
global climate change is a cumulative impact. This means that a project may 
participate in a potential impact through its incremental contribution combined with 
the contributions of all other sources of greenhouse gases.  In assessing cumulative 
impacts, it must be determined if a project’s incremental effect is “cumulatively 
considerable.” See CEQA Guidelines sections 15064(i)(1) and 15130. To make this 
determination the incremental impacts of the project must be compared with the 
effects of past, current, and probable future projects. As discussed in the Limitations 
and Uncertainties with Modeling and the Limitations and Uncertainties with Impact 
Assessment sections below, to gather sufficient information on a global scale of all 



Chapter 3 California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation 

134 San Benito Route 156 Improvement Project 

past, current, and future projects in order to make this determination is a difficult if 
not impossible task.  

As part of its supporting documentation for the Draft Scoping Plan, California Air 
Resources Board recently released an updated version of the greenhouse gas 
inventory for California (June 26, 2008). Shown below is a graph from that update 
that shows the total greenhouse gas emissions for California for 1990, 2002-2004 
average, and 2020 projected if no action is taken. 

 

Figure 3-1 California Greenhouse Gas Inventory 
Taken from :  http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/forecast.htm 

Caltrans and its parent agency, the Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency, 
have taken an active role in addressing greenhouse gas emission reduction and 
climate change. Recognizing that 98 percent of California’s greenhouse gas emissions 
are from the burning of fossil fuels and 40 percent of all human made greenhouse gas 
emissions are from transportation (see Climate Action Program at Caltrans 
(December 2006)), Caltrans has created and is implementing the Climate Action 
Program at Caltrans that was published in December 2006. This document can be 
found at:  http://www.dot.ca.gov/docs/ClimateReport.pdf 

One of the main strategies in the Department’s Climate Action Program to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions is to make California’s transportation system more 
efficient. Transportation’s contribution to greenhouse gas emissions is dependent on 3 
factors: the types of vehicles on the road, the type of fuel the vehicles use, and the 
time/distance the vehicles travel. The highest levels of CO2 from mobile sources, such 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/forecast.htm�
http://www.dot.ca.gov/docs/ClimateReport.pdf�
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as automobiles, occur at stop-and-go speeds (0-25 miles per hour). Optimum speeds 
are between 45 and 50 miles per hour (mph) (see Figure 3-2 for 2034 composite 
emission factors for this project). Looking at the state transportation system as a 
whole, enhancing operations and improving travel times in high congestion travel 
corridors will lead to an overall reduction in greenhouse gas emissions. 

Project Analysis 
Background 
San Benito County is a largely rural, agricultural area uniquely surrounded by the 
more urban counties of Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, and Monterey (San Benito County 
2005 Short Range Transit Plan). According to the 2000 U.S. Census Bureau 
http://factfinder.census.gov/home/saff/main.html?_lang=en, between 1990 and 2000, 
the county experienced a 45.1 percent population increase. During the same period, 
California grew at an annual average rate of 1.3 percent. According to the county’s 
most recent Regional Transportation Plan (March 2005), the county had an estimated 
53 thousand residents in 2001. This population growth was partly due to the 
economic growth in Santa Clara County during the 1990’s, which created tremendous 
pressure for residential growth in San Benito County where housing was being 
developed at a lesser cost. As a result, the number of employed individuals and the 
number of registered vehicles and licensed drivers living in San Benito County has 
grown accordingly. The rate of growth in the number of employed individuals is 
expected to continue to exceed population growth at 2.1 percent. Furthermore, most 
of the increase of employed individuals will commute out of the county for work. If 
this projected growth trend is realized, the growth in transportation demand on State 
Route 156 can be expected to increase.  

San Benito County’s regional transportation system is composed of capital facilities, 
including approximately 918 centerline miles of streets and highways, 11.7 miles of 
heavy-rail track (Hollister Branch Line), two airports, (Hollister Municipal Airport 
and Frazier Lake Air Park), and limited bicycle facilities. The regional transportation 
system also includes operational systems, including transit and paratransit systems, 
taxi service, goods, movement, and transportation demand management capabilities. 
About 65 percent of the population of San Benito County lives in the city of Hollister. 
Mass transit in the county is limited (by lack of demand) to buses, minivans, and air 
transportation to and from the Hollister Airport. Commuter rail service to Santa Clara 
County and points north is available in nearby Gilroy in Santa Clara County.  

The 2005 Regional Transportation Plan includes the short-term objective to 
accommodate short-term growth by improving the street and highway system so that 
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it operates at a better level of service during peak travel periods. One of the Plan’s 
long-term objectives is to increase the capacity of the street and highway system to 
accommodate projected long-term growth. In regard to mass transit, the Plan includes 
alternative modes of transportation for commuters traveling between San Benito and 
Santa Clara Counties (development of commuter rail and the promotion of bus 
transit), but does not mention mass transit plans between San Benito and Monterey 
Counties, which affects State Route 156. The Plan, however, states it will promote 
improvements in all modes of transportation to respond to the growing demand for 
commuter and commodity travel. The 2005 Regional Transportation Plan also states 
that widening State Route 156 between San Juan Bautista and Hollister is a priority 
for San Benito policy makers. 

The San Benito Route 156 Improvement Project would reduce congestion by 
improving traffic flow, which would improve the Level of Service. The current Level 
of Service is E and is expected to worsen without the Preferred Alternative. With the 
Preferred Alternative, the Level of Service is expected to improve to B in 2014 and C 
in 2034 as discussed in Chapter 2 of this document. To obtain a general idea of the 
comparison between the Preferred Alternative and the No Build Alternative, Caltrans 
has modeled the proposed project using the CT-EMFAC (Emission Factor 2007).  

The project is located within the North Central Coast Air Basin, which is currently 
classified as “in attainment/unclassified” for all current federal air quality standards 
and in an “unclassified” area for state standards. Carbon dioxide is a common 
indicator of the various greenhouse gases. Carbon Dioxide and most of the 
greenhouse gases are not currently listed in the Clean Air Act as Priority Pollutants; 
therefore, there is no federal or state ambient air quality limit for these gases. 

EMFAC Modeling and Results 
In an attempt to analyze the effect of the project on local air quality, a burden analysis 
was completed using CT-EMFAC version 2.0. California Air Resources Board has 
approved the CT-EMFAC computer program for estimating the amounts of pollutants 
generated by mobile sources. Data entered into the program included the estimated 
traffic volumes for the Preferred Alternative and the No Build Alternative for the 
years 2006 (existing conditions), 2014 (construction year), and 2034 (future 
conditions); the predicted speeds for each of the five scenarios, the length of the 
highway segment (5.3 miles, and the county in which the project would be 
constructed (San Benito County). Annual average daily traffic volumes were divided 
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into automobiles, and heavy-duty trucks, and into peak (2-hour) and off peak (22-
hour) traffic volumes. 

Table 3.1 shows the Average Daily Traffic Volumes and a summary of the predicted 
annual tons of carbon dioxide predicted for the No Build and Preferred Alternative 
from the CT-EMFAC modeling. The traffic volumes have been updated from the 
Project Study Report Phase because the project construction and design years were 
changed.  

Table 3.1 Average Daily Traffic Volumes and Predicted Carbon 
Dioxide Emissions (Existing and Future) 

 

Alternative Year 
Average 

Annual Daily 
Traffic 

Peak hour/ 
Off-peak hour 

Speed Peak 
hour/ Average 

hour 

Annual CO2 
Emissions 

(tons) 
2007 26200 2400/973 40/65 77.86 
2014 27630 2553/975 39/65 75.62 No Build 
2034 35074 3116/1113 33/60 93.45 

 
2014 28106 2617/1044 58/65 84.96 Preferred 

Build 2034 35677 3322/1179 52/65 104.81 

Source:  10/2/08 CT-EMFAC runs (District 5 Environmental Engineering Files) 

The results indicate only a rough estimate of emissions based on project Annual 
Average Daily Traffic data. There are other influences on the total effect that a 
project would have on greenhouse gases.  

According to EMFAC, both the Preferred Alternative and the No Build Alternative 
will result in more greenhouse gases, with the Preferred Alternative creating more 
greenhouse gases than the No Build condition. This is primarily because of EMFAC’s 
focus on predicted traffic volumes and speeds, which would increase with the 
additional 2 lanes the project adds to the highway.  

Table 3.2 shows the carbon dioxide emissions predicted for the project as speed 
increases at increments of 5 miles per hour. The lowest emission factors for CO2 
occur at about 45 miles per hour. As speeds both increase and decrease from this 
point, emission factors for CO2 increase. As can be seen in Table 3.1, current speeds 
during peak hours are at 40 miles per hour. With the No Build Alternative, it is 
expected that the level of service will continue to deteriorate, and so emissions would 
likely increase. Any projects that would increase level of service, including the 
Preferred Alternative, would also likely increase emissions. The only way that 
emissions would not increase is with a project that allowed the facility to operate at 
45 miles per hour during peak hours.   
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However, such a project, with minimal effects on level of service in 2014 and no 
effects in 2034, would not be undertaken as it would not meet the purpose and need.  

Table 3.2 Carbon Dioxide Emissions 2034 Build Scenario 

SPEED 
(Miles per hour) 

Annual Emission 
Factor 

(Grams of carbon 
dioxide per mile) 

5 1271.56 
10 977.63 
15 775.56 
20 637.80 
25 553.09 
30 494.98 
35 456.64 
40 434.00 
45 424.90 
50 428.68 
55 445.98 
60 478.94 
65 531.59 
70 540.00 
75 552.61 

Source: 10/2/08 CT-EMFAC run (District 5 
Environmental Engineering Files) 

 
Looking at the project alternatives solely in this manner creates an interesting 
situation. The highway segment is already operating at level of service E in the peak 
hour, which is considered failing, although it operates near the optimum speed of 45 
mph for lower CO2 emissions. Based on the traffic study conducted for this project, 
the level of service for the No Build Alternative will continue to deteriorate in the 
future years. As speeds sink further below 45 mph, CO2 emissions would show a 
corresponding increase.  In both the No Build and Build conditions in the future 
years, CO2 emissions will increase. However, the Build alternative will improve 
mobility in the corridor.   

Limitations and Uncertainties with Modeling 
EMFAC 
Although EMFAC can calculate CO2 emissions from mobile sources, the model does 
have limitations when it comes to accurately reflecting CO2 emissions. According to 
the National Cooperative Highway Research Program report, Development of a 
Comprehensive Modal Emission Model (April 2008), studies have revealed that brief 
but rapid accelerations can contribute significantly to a vehicle's carbon monoxide 
and hydrocarbon emissions during a typical urban trip. Current emission-factor 
models are insensitive to the distribution of such modal events (i.e., cruise, 
acceleration, deceleration, and idle) in the operation of a vehicle and instead estimate 
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emissions by average trip speed. This limitation creates an uncertainty in the model’s 
results when compared to the estimated emissions of the various alternatives with 
baseline in an attempt to determine impacts. Although work by Environmental 
Protection Agency and the California Air Resources Board is underway on modal-
emission models, neither agency has yet approved a modal emissions model that can 
be used to conduct this more accurate modeling. In addition, EMFAC does not 
include speed corrections for most vehicle classes for CO2 – for most vehicle classes 
emission factors are held constant which means that EMFAC is not sensitive to the 
decreased emissions associated with improved traffic flows for most vehicle classes. 
Therefore, unless a project involves a large number of heavy-duty trucks, the 
difference in modeled CO2 emissions due to speed change will be slight. 

It is interesting to note that California Air Resources Board is currently not using 
EMFAC to create its inventory of greenhouse gas emissions. It is unclear why the 
California Air Resources Board has made this decision. Their website only states: 

REVISION: Both the EMFAC and OFFROAD Models develop CO2 
and CH4 [methane] emission estimates; however, they are not currently 
used as the basis for [California Air Resources Board 's] official 
[greenhouse gas] inventory, which is based on fuel usage information. 
However, Air Resources Board is working towards reconciling the 
emission estimates from the fuel usage approach and the models. 

Other Variables 
With the current science, project-level analysis of greenhouse gas emissions is 
limited. Although a greenhouse gas analysis is included for this project, there are 
numerous key greenhouse gas variables that are likely to change dramatically during 
the design life of the proposed project and would thus dramatically change the 
projected CO2 emissions.  

First, vehicle fuel economy is increasing. The Environmental Protection Agency’s 
annual report, Light-Duty Automotive Technology and Fuel Economy Trends: 1975 
through 2008 (http://www.epa.gov/oms/fetrends.htm), which provides data on the 
fuel economy and technology characteristics of new light-duty vehicles including 
cars, minivans, sport utility vehicles, and pickup trucks, confirms that average fuel 
economy, has improved each year beginning in 2005, and is now the highest since 
1993. Most of the increase since 2004 is due to higher fuel economy for light trucks, 
following a long-term trend of slightly declining overall fuel economy that peaked in 
1987. These vehicles also have a slightly lower market share, peaking at 52 percent in 
2004 with projections at 48 percent in 2008.   
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Table 3.3 Required Miles Per Gallon by Alternative 

MY 2015 Required Miles Per Gallon (mpg) by Alternative 

No Action 25% Below 
Optimized 

Optimized 
(Preferred) 

25% Above 
Optimized 

50% Above 
Optimized 

Total Costs 
Equal Total 

Benefits 

Technology 
Exhaustion 

Cars  27.5  33.9  35.7  37.5  39.5  43.3  52.6  

Trucks  23.5  27.5  28.6  29.8  30.9  33.1  34.7  
 

Table 3.3 shows the alternatives for vehicle fuel economy increases currently being 
studied by the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration in its Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for New Corporate Average Fuel Economy 
(CAFE) Standards (June 2008):  

Second, near zero carbon vehicles will come into the market during the design life of 
this project. According to a March 2008 report released by University of California 
Davis (UC Davis), Institute of Transportation Studies:  

“Large advancements have occurred in fuel cell vehicle and hydrogen 
infrastructure technology over the past 15 years. Fuel cell technology 
has progressed substantially resulting in power density, efficiency, 
range, cost, and durability all improving each year. In another sign of 
progress, automotive developers are now demonstrating over 100 fuel 
cell vehicles (FCVs) in California – several in the hands of the general 
public – with configurations designed to be attractive to buyers. Cold-
weather operation and vehicle range challenges are close to being 
solved, although vehicle cost and durability improvements are required 
before a commercial vehicle can be successful without incentives.  The 
pace of development is on track to approach pre-commercialization 
within the next decade.  

“A number of the U.S. Department of Energy 2010 milestones for fuel 
cell vehicles development and commercialization are expected to be 
met by 2010. Accounting for a five to six year production development 
cycle, the scenarios developed by the U.S. DOE suggest that 10,000s 
of vehicles per year from 2015 to 2017 would be possible in a federal 
demonstration program, assuming large cost share grants by the 
government and industry are available to reduce the cost of production 
vehicles.”1 

Third and as previously stated, California has recently adopted a low-carbon 
transportation fuel standard. California Air Resources Board is scheduled to come out 
with draft regulations for low carbon fuels in late 2008 with implementation of the 
standard to begin in 2010.  

                                                 
1 Cunningham, Joshua, Sig Cronich, Michael A. Nicholas.  March 2008.  Why Hydrogen and Fuel Cells are 
Needed to Support California Climate Policy, UC Davis, Institute of Transportation Studies, pp. 9-10. 
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Fourth, driver behavior has been changing as the U.S. economy and oil prices have 
changed. In its January 2008 report, Effects of Gasoline Prices on Driving Behavior 
and Vehicle Market, http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/88xx/doc8893/01-14-
GasolinePrices.pdf the Congressional Budget Office found the following results 
based on data collected from California: 1) freeway motorists have adjusted to higher 
gas prices by making fewer trips and driving more slowly; 2) the market share of 
sports utility vehicles is declining; and 3) the average prices for larger, less-fuel-efficient 
models have declined over the past five years as average prices for the most-fuel-
efficient automobiles have risen, showing an increase in demand for the more fuel-
efficient vehicles.  

Limitations and Uncertainties with Impact Assessment 
Taken from pp. 3-48 and 3-49 of the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for New Corporate Average Fuel Economy 
Standards (June 2008), Figure 3-2 illustrates how the range of uncertainties in 
assessing greenhouse gas impacts grows with each step of the analysis: 

“Cascade of uncertainties typical in impact assessments showing the 
“uncertainty explosion” as these ranges are multiplied to encompass a 
comprehensive range of future consequences, including physical, 
economic, social, and political impacts and policy responses.” 

 

Figure 3-2 Cascade of Uncertainties 

Much of the uncertainty in assessing an individual project’s impact on climate change 
surrounds the global nature of the climate change. Even assuming that the target of 
meeting the 1990 levels of emissions is met, there is no regulatory or other 
framework in place that would allow for a ready assessment of what the modeled 11.4 
to 20.9 ton increase in CO2 emissions would mean for climate change given the 
overall California greenhouse gas emissions inventory of approximately 430 million 

http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/88xx/doc8893/01-14-GasolinePrices.pdf�
http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/88xx/doc8893/01-14-GasolinePrices.pdf�
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tons of C02 equivalent. This uncertainty only increases when viewed globally.  The 
IPCC has created multiple scenarios to project potential future global greenhouse gas 
emissions as well as to evaluate potential changes in global temperature, other climate 
changes, and their effect on human and natural systems. These scenarios vary in 
terms of the type of economic development, the amount of overall growth, and the 
steps taken to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Non-mitigation IPCC scenarios 
project an increase in global greenhouse gas emissions by 9.7 up to 36.7 billion 
metric tons CO2 from 2000 to 2030, which represents an increase of between 25 and 
90 percent.2 

The assessment is further complicated by the fact that changes in greenhouse gas 
emissions can be difficult to attribute to a particular project because the projects often 
cause shifts in the locale for some type of greenhouse gas emissions, rather than 
causing “new” greenhouse gas emissions. For example, the CT-EMFAC model runs 
for this project were based on San Benito County data.  It is difficult to assess 
whether some of the trip increases on Route 156 are “new” versus whether they are 
transferred from surrounding areas such as Monterey County. Although some of the 
emission increases might be new, the extent to which the modeled 11.4 to 20.9 ton 
increase in CO2 emissions represents a net global increase, reduction, or no change, is 
uncertain and there are no models approved by regulatory agencies that operate at the 
global or even statewide scale.   

The complexities and uncertainties associated with project level impact analysis are 
further borne out in the recently released Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
completed by the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration Corporate 
Average Fuel Economy standards, June 2008. As the text quoted below shows, even 
when dealing with greenhouse gas emission scenarios on a national scale for the 
entire passenger car and light truck fleet, the numerical differences among 
alternatives is very small and well within the error sensitivity of the model.   

“In analyzing across the Corporate Average Fuel Economy 30 
alternatives, the mean change in the global mean surface temperature, 
as a ratio of the increase in warming between the B1 (low) to A1B 
(medium) scenarios, ranges from 0.5 percent to 1.1 percent. The 
resulting change in sea level rise (compared to the No Action 
Alternative) ranges, across the alternatives, from 0.04 centimeter to 
0.07 centimeter. In summary, the impacts of the MY 2011-2015 
Corporate Average Fuel Economy alternatives on global mean surface 

                                                 
2 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). February 2007. Climate Change 2007: The 
Physical Science Basis:  Summary for Policy Makers. http://www.ipcc.ch/SPM2feb07.pdf. 
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temperature, sea level rise, and precipitation are relatively small in the 
context of the expected changes associated with the emission 
trajectories. This is due primarily to the global and multi-sectoral 
nature of the climate problem. Emissions of CO2, the primary gas 
driving the climate effects, from the United States automobile and 
light truck fleet represented about 2.5 percent of total global emissions 
of all greenhouse gases in the year 2000 (EPA, 2008; CAIT, 2008). 
While a significant source, this is a still small percentage of global 
emissions, and the relative contribution of CO2 emissions from the 
United States light vehicle fleet is expected to decline in the future, 
due primarily to rapid growth of emissions from developing 
economies (which are due in part to growth in global transportation 
sector emissions).”  [NHTSA Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for New Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards, June 2008, 
pp.3-77 to 3-78] 

CEQA Conclusion 

Based on the above, it is Caltrans determination that in the absence of further 
regulatory or scientific information related to greenhouse gas emissions and CEQA 
significance, it is too speculative to make a determination regarding the project’s 
direct impact and its contribution on the cumulative scale to climate change.  
However, Caltrans is firmly committed to implementing measures to help reduce the 
potential effects of the project. These measures are outlined in the following section. 

AB 32 Compliance – Caltrans continues to be actively involved on the Governor’s 
Climate Action Team as California Air Resources Board works to implement AB 
1493 and help achieve the targets set forth in Assembly Bill 32. Many of the 
strategies Caltrans is using to help meet the targets in Assembly Bill 32 come from 
the California Strategic Growth Plan, which is updated each year. Governor Arnold 
Schwarzenegger’s Strategic Growth Plan calls for a $222 billion infrastructure 
improvement program to fortify the state’s transportation system, education, housing, 
and waterways, including $107 in transportation funding during the next decade. As 
shown on the figure below, the Strategic Growth Plan targets a significant decrease in 
traffic congestion below today’s level and a corresponding reduction in greenhouse 
gas emissions. The Strategic Growth Plan proposes to do this while accommodating 
growth in population and the economy. A suite of investment options has been 
created that combined together yield the promised reduction in congestion. The 
Strategic Growth Plan relies on a complete systems approach of a variety of 
strategies: system monitoring and evaluation, maintenance and preservation, smart 
land use and demand management, and operational improvements.  



Chapter 3 California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation 

144 San Benito Route 156 Improvement Project 

 
 
Figure 3-3 Outcome of Strategic Growth Plan 

As part of the Climate Action Program at Caltrans (December 2006, 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/docs/ClimateReport.pdf), Caltrans is supporting efforts to 
reduce vehicle miles traveled by planning and implementing smart land use 
strategies: job/housing proximity, developing transit-oriented communities, and high 
density housing along transit corridors. Caltrans is working closely with local 
jurisdictions on planning activities; however, Caltrans does not have local land use 
planning authority. Caltrans is also supporting efforts to improve the energy 
efficiency of the transportation sector by increasing vehicle fuel economy in new 
cars, light and heavy-duty trucks; Caltrans is doing this by supporting on-going 
research efforts at universities, by supporting legislation efforts to increase fuel 
economy, and by its participation on the Climate Action Team. It is important to note, 
however, that the control of the fuel economy standards is held by the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency and California Air Resource Board. Lastly, the use 
of alternative fuels is also being considered; the Department is participating in 
funding for alternative fuel research at the University of California Davis.  

Table 3.4 summarizes the Department and statewide efforts that Caltrans is 
implementing in order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. For more detailed 
information about each strategy, please see Climate Action Program at Caltrans 
(December 2006); it is available at http://www.dot.ca.gov/docs/ClimateReport.pdf. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/docs/ClimateReport.pdf�
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Table 3.4 Climate Change Strategies 
 

Partnership Estimated CO2 Savings (MMT) Strategy Program 
Lead Agency 

Method/Process 
2010 2020 

Intergovernmental 
Review (IGR) Caltrans Local Governments Review and seek to mitigate 

development proposals Not Estimated Not Estimated 

Planning Grants Caltrans 
Local and regional 
agencies & other 
stakeholders 

Competitive selection 
process Not Estimated Not Estimated Smart Land Use 

Regional Plans and 
Blueprint Planning 

Regional 
Agencies Caltrans Regional plans and 

application process 0.975 7.8 

Operational Improvements 
& Intelligent Trans. 
System (ITS) Deployment 

Strategic Growth Plan Caltrans Regions State ITS; Congestion 
Management Plan .007 2.17 

Mainstream Energy & 
Greenhouse Gas into 
Plans and Projects 

Office of Policy Analysis 
& Research; Division of 
Environmental Analysis 

Interdepartmental effort 
Policy establishment, 
guidelines, technical 
assistance 

Not Estimated Not Estimated 

Educational & Information 
Program 

Office of Policy 
Analysis & Research 

Interdepartmental, CalEPA, 
CARB, CEC 

Analytical report, data 
collection, publication, 
workshops, outreach 

Not Estimated Not Estimated 

Fleet Greening & Fuel 
Diversification Division of Equipment Department of General Services 

Fleet Replacement 
B20 
B100 

0.0045 
0.0065 
0.45 
.0225 

Non-vehicular 
Conservation Measures 

Energy Conservation 
Program Green Action Team Energy Conservation 

Opportunities 0.117 .34 

Portland Cement Office of Rigid 
Pavement 

Cement and Construction 
Industries 

2.5 % limestone cement mix 
25% fly ash cement mix 
> 50% fly ash/slag mix 

1.2 
.36 3.6 

Goods Movement Office of Goods 
Movement Cal EPA, CARB, BT&H, MPOs Goods Movement Action 

Plan Not Estimated Not Estimated 

Total    2.72 18.67 
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To the extent that it is applicable or feasible for the project and through coordination 
with the project development team, the following measures will also be included in 
the project to reduce the greenhouse gas emissions and potential climate change 
impacts from the project: 

1. Caltrans and the California Highway Patrol are working with regional 
agencies to implement Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) to help 
manage the efficiency of the existing highway system. Intelligent 
Transportation Systems is commonly referred to as electronics, 
communications, or information processing used singly or in combination to 
improve the efficiency or safety of a surface transportation system.   

2. Landscaping reduces surface warming, and through photosynthesis, decreases 
CO2. The project proposes planting in the intersection slopes, drainage 
channels, and seeding in areas adjacent to frontage roads and planting a 
variety of different-sized plant material and scattered skyline trees where 
appropriate but not to obstruct the view of the mountains. Caltrans has 
committed to planting a minimum of 40 trees. These trees will help offset any 
potential CO2 emissions increase. Based on a formula from the Canadian Tree 
Foundation3, it is anticipated that the planted trees will offset between 7-10 
tons of C02 per year.    

3. The project would incorporate the use of energy efficient lighting, such as 
LED traffic signals. LED bulbs — or balls, in the stoplight vernacular — cost 
$60 to $70 apiece but last five to six years, compared to the one-year average 
lifespan of the incandescent bulbs previously used. The LED balls themselves 
consume 10 percent of the electricity of traditional lights, which will also help 
reduce the projects CO2 emissions.4   

4. According to Caltrans Standard Specification Provisions, idling time for lane 
closure during construction is restricted to ten minutes in each direction; in 
addition, the contractor must comply with Monterey Bay Unified Air 
Pollution Control District's rules, ordinances, and regulations in regards to air 
quality restrictions. 

                                                 
3 Canadian Tree Foundation at http://www.tcffca.ca/publications/pdf/english_ reduceco2 pdf  For rural 
areas the formula is: number of trees/360 x survival rate = tones of carbon/year removed for each of 80 
years.  
4 Knoxville Business Journal,  LED Lights Pay for Themselves, May 19, 2008 at 
http://www.knoxnews.com/news/2008/may/19/led-traffic-lights-pay-themselves/. 
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In addition, the Council of San Benito County Governments provides ridesharing 
services and park-and-ride facilities to help manage the growth in demand for 
highway capacity. These services, although not a project feature, are currently 
provided and are ongoing and also contribute to the reduction of regional greenhouse 
gas emissions. 

3.2.5 Mitigation Measures for Significant Impacts under the California 
Environmental Quality Act 

Caltrans policy is to avoid or minimize farmland impact to the maximum extent 
possible but Caltrans does not “replace” farmland. All potential land acquisition for 
this project would be subject to the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (as amended) and Title 49 Code of Federal 
Regulations Part 24. 

This project conforms to the General Plans of San Benito County and San Juan 
Bautista, which envision this highway improvement. Most of the farmland in the 
project area is Prime and Unique farmland. The No-Build Alternative is the only 
alternative that would avoid farmland impacts, but it would not meet the Purpose and 
Need of the project. Alternative 4A would incur the least farmland impact of the 
Build Alternatives. The maximum acreage of farmland converted by the Build 
Alternatives is 198 acres (Alternatives 2 and 6), which represents less than .003 
percent of the farmland identified in San Benito County by the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service.  

Farm easements would not be effective for the proposed project because the majority 
of the farmland affected by the proposed project is under Williamson Act contracts. 
Currently, the use of agricultural or farm easements in California is very small in 
comparison to the use of the Williamson Act. Lands under the Williamson Act 
contracts make up 16 million acres of California's 27 million farmland acres.  

Farm easements allow owners of farmland to voluntarily sell or trade development 
rights on their farms to government or nonprofit organizations in exchange for 
agreeing to keep land permanently available for agriculture. Owners with land 
contracted under the Williamson Act receive limited tax incentives to maintain land 
in agriculture for 10 years or more. The proposed project would not result in the full 
acquisition or severance of any farm operation nor would it result in the cancellation 
of Williamson contracts. In addition, San Benito County has a strong commitment to 
agriculture already as demonstrated by their policies and planning. The current San 
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Benito County zoning maps indicate that all of the project area will continue to be 
preserved for agriculture.
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Chapter 4 Comments and Coordination 
Early and continuing coordination with the general public and appropriate public 
agencies is an essential part of the environmental process to determine the scope of 
environmental documentation, the level of analysis, potential impacts and mitigation 
measures, and related environmental requirements. Agency consultation and public 
participation for this project have been accomplished through a variety of formal and 
informal methods, including project development team meetings, interagency 
coordination meetings, and public contact. This chapter summarizes the results of 
Caltrans’ efforts to fully identify, address, and resolve project-related issues through 
early and continuing coordination. 

4.1 Project Development Team Meetings 

The Project Development Team is a multi-disciplinary team that consists of Caltrans 
employees from various functional units, such as project management, design, 
environmental, and right-of-way, as well as other interested parties and 
representatives from the San Benito Council of Governments, Hollister, and San Juan 
Bautista.  

Between 1999 and 2006, numerous meetings with the Project Development Team, 
various Caltrans functional units, and focused team meetings were held to discuss the 
development of the project. Meetings were held in 2005 and 2006 with the San Juan 
Bautista City Council and the San Benito Council of Governments to update the 
agencies on the progress of the project, gather input, and to address any concerns. 

4.2 Notice of Preparation  

A Notice of Preparation is required for Environmental Impact Reports and was sent to 
the State Clearinghouse on September 4, 2002. The following agencies and interested 
parties were also notified: 

• City of San Juan Bautista Public Works Department 
• City of Hollister Public Works Department 
• City of Hollister Planning Department 
• San Benito County Public Works Department 
• San Benito County Water District 
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• Council of San Benito County Governments  
• San Benito County Planning Department 
• Monterey Bay Air Pollution Control District 
• Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments 
• Regional Water Quality Control Board 
• California Department of Conservation 
• California Department of Fish and Game  
• California Highway Patrol 
• State Water Resources Control Board 
• State Office of Historic Preservation  
• Natural Resource Conservation Service 
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
• U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

4.3 Consultation with Responsible/Cooperating Agencies 
and Interested Parties 

Formal Section 7 consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was initiated 
for the California tiger salamander once a preferred alternative was selected with a 
possible determination of “may effect, likely to adversely affect.” Initially, Caltrans 
biologists determined there would be no temporary or permanent impacts to upland 
habitat occupied by the California tiger salamander, but upland habitat was 
determined closer to the project during formal consultation. 

Formal Section 7 consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was initiated 
for the California red-legged frog once a preferred alternative is selected with a 
possible determination of “effect, not likely to adversely affect.”  

In April 2007, Caltrans consulted with the State Office of Historic Preservation 
regarding a potential de minimis impact to one of the historic properties, the Ferry-
Morse Seed Company. Caltrans proposed a reduction in the historic property 
boundary from the 112-acre legal property parcel to the more appropriate perimeter of 
a smaller 18-acre portion of the legal parcel, which is the portion occupied by the two 
dozen buildings making up the seed-processing complex. The State Office of Historic 
Preservation concurred with the new boundary determinations documented in the 
Caltrans correspondence dated April 27, 2007 (see Appendix E). 
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Caltrans submitted a Findings of Effect for the project to the State Office of Historic 
Preservation in February 2008. The determination was a Finding of No Adverse 
Effect for the San Benito 156 Improvement Project. The State Office of Historic 
Preservation concurred with a Finding of No Adverse Effect determination on March 
24, 2008 (see Appendix E). 

Representatives from the following Native American interests received general 
project information, archaeological survey reports, and invitations to monitor field 
excavations. The information and invitations were also sent to individual Native 
Americans. 

• Amah San Juan Bautista Ohlone/Costanoan Indians (April 2000) 
• San Juan Bautista Band Amah San Juan Bautista Ohlone/Costanoan Indians (July 

2000). 

Contact with the following agencies or interests occurred at various times during the 
environmental process: 

• City of San Juan Bautista 
• City of Hollister 
• County of San Benito 
• Council of San Benito County Governments 
• Mission Farm RV Park 

4.4 Public Information Meetings 

The following discussions of public meetings were compiled from meeting minutes 
and press articles. 

March 2001 
A Public Information Meeting/Open House was held on March 7, 2001 at the San 
Juan Oaks Golf Club in Hollister. The purpose of the meeting was to provide the 
public and interested parties with information regarding the status of the project and 
to gain public input on the project alternatives. Caltrans staff specialists in 
engineering, environmental analysis, right-of-way, and landscape architecture were 
on hand to provide specific information about the proposed project.  

Letters of invitation to the meeting were sent to federal, state, and local officials. 
Newsletter invitations were sent to property owners and businesses within the study 
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area. The meeting was also announced to the general public by advertisements in the 
local paper, The Pinnacle, on February 15, 2001 and February 22, 2001. 

Attendees received an information sheet with a project map showing the location and 
detailing project purpose, background, description, cost, funding source, project 
timeline, and contact information. Attendees were provided comment cards and were 
encouraged to visit information stations to view maps, displays, and graphics. 
Caltrans Project Development Team staff members were available at each station to 
explain maps and displays, answer questions, and receive public input.  

Upon arrival, attendees were asked to sign in and list their address. Of the 81 
attendees, 30 lived in Hollister and 37 lived in San Juan Bautista. The remaining 14 
lived in other San Benito County communities or Santa Cruz and Santa Clara 
counties.  

Written comments were received from 32 attendees and 38 oral comments were 
recorded. Caltrans staff responded to written comments later by contacting the person 
who had submitted the comment. Caltrans staff responded to oral comments either 
onsite at the meeting or in a follow-up response. 

The comments varied but many comments expressed concern or support of the 
following:  

• Safety: Residents concerned over safely crossing or accessing the existing 
highway supported the safety improvement aspect. 

• Visual, Landscaping, and Quality of Life: Residents were afraid of losing the 
small town feel of San Juan Bautista. 

• Noise: Residents close to the highway expressed concern over noise increases. 
• Flooding: Residents wanted to include drainage improvements or were concerned 

about additional flooding. 
• Business: Business owners in San Juan Bautista expressed concern over changes 

in traffic patterns. 
• Farmland: Residents expressed concern over the conversion of farmland. 
• State Route 25: Residents indicated support for an alternate project on State Route 

25 to serve through traffic. 
• Increase Demand: Residents indicated concern that the project would increase 

traffic. 
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November 2005 
A Town Hall Meeting was held November 30, 2005 in San Juan Bautista to give an 
update on the proposed San Benito Route 156 Improvement Project. Before breaking 
into groups to better understand and document community concerns, Caltrans 
personnel gave an overview of the project, as well as regional and interregional 
transportation concerns. The meeting, attended by about 35 primarily local residents, 
reinforced previously expressed opposition to the proposed project. The following 
summarizes comments opposing the proposed project: 

• Caltrans continues to study the project despite local endorsement of the Farm 
Bureau’s 3-in-1 Alternative.  

• The Southern Gateway Transportation and Land Use Study Alternative 4 should 
also be considered. Alternative 4, one of six east/west 4-lane proposals is similar 
to the 3-in-1 Alternative in that it would be on new alignment and would replace 
proposed projects on State Routes 156, 152, and 25.    

• Elevated portions of the proposed project would increase flooding. (Culverts and 
drainage improvements would maintain current hydrological patterns).  

• The project would increase traffic noise, specifically from the use of “jake 
brakes” on trucks. 

• Local use of the highway is fairly limited due to congestion and safe access 
problems so the project would be most beneficial to regional and interregional 
traffic, notably truck traffic. 

• Highway demand is a state problem with the proposed project disproportionately 
impacting the local community. 

• The San Juan Bautista Mission’s atmosphere and the community’s quality of life 
would be jeopardized with the completion of the proposed project.  

• High truck traffic volume is the result of Caltrans traffic management so the 
solution should not rest on San Juan Bautista. 

• The proposed project would take too much farmland. 

The comment most often expressed was that a new alignment, which would replace 
proposed projects on State Routes 156, 152, and 25, should be considered. The 
meeting closed with an agreement to schedule future meetings that involve a larger 
group of interested parties.  
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4.5 Recent Action 

Although the City of San Juan Bautista General Plan acknowledges the need to widen 
State Route 156, the San Juan Bautista City Council has opposed the project in the 
past. The City Council stated widening this segment of the highway would affect their 
small town atmosphere, would decrease farmland, and would increase truck traffic, 
air pollution, and noise.  

On October 24, 2006, the San Benito County Board of Supervisors unanimously 
adopted and passed a resolution that identifies the top three transportation priorities 
for the region: construction of four lanes on State Routes 152, 156, and 25. 

Subsequently, the San Benito Council of Governments also passed a similar 
resolution identifying the construction of four lanes on State Routes 152, 156, and 25 
as the County's highest priorities. 

4.6 Public Hearings 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment was circulated to 
the public from August 24, 2007 through October 15, 2007. Two public hearings 
were held to gain comment on the draft environmental document. The first public 
hearing was held in San Juan Bautista on September 25, 2007 at the San Juan 
Elementary School between 4 and 7 p.m. Twenty people attended this public hearing. 
Seven comment cards were received and four attendees submitted comments to the 
court reporter. The second public hearing was held in Hollister on September 26, 
2007 at the R.O. Hardin Elementary School between 4 and 7 p.m. Seven people 
attended this public hearing. One comment card was received and no comments were 
submitted to the court reporter.  

Comments on the draft environmental document were received from several state, 
regional, and local agencies including: 

• California State Department of Conservation 
• Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 
• San Benito County Board of Supervisors 
• San Benito County Water District 
• Council of San Benito County Governments 
• San Juan Golf Club 
• City of San Juan Bautista  
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Approximately 18 individuals submitted comments that expressed concerns for the 
following: 

• An increase in noise from the project, but especially west of The Alameda 
• An increase in truck traffic and diesel emissions 
• The loss of farmland 
• The loss of visual affect and open space 
• Safety for pedestrians and school buses at the intersection of The Alameda and 

State Route 156 
• The loss of the rural and historic characteristic of the City of San Juan Bautista 
• An increase in flooding due to the raised profile of the project 

Most individuals opposed the project in favor of supporting roadway improvements 
to State Routes 25 and 152 or in support of a new east-west alignment to the north.  
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Chapter 5 List of Preparers 
The following California Department of Transportation Central Region Staff prepared 
this Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment:  

Kifle Abishu, Design. BS, Civil Engineering, Addis Ababa University, Ethiopia. 
Post-graduate diploma in production photogrammetry, International Institute 
for Geo-Information Science and Earth Observation (ITC), the Netherlands; 7 
years building construction experience and 5 years transportation design 
experience. Contribution: Project Engineer. 

Pamela Dean, Associate Right-of-Way Agent. B.S., Nutrition, California State 
University, Humboldt; 10 years right-of-way acquisition experience (Coastal 
Branch Project), Department of Water Resources; 5 years right-of-way utility 
relocation experience, Department of Transportation. Contribution: Utility 
relocation assessment. 

Julie Dick Tex, Associate Environmental Planner. M.S., Social Work, California 
State University, Fresno; B.A., Anthropology, California State University, 
Fresno; 7 years environmental coordinator experience, contribution: 
Environmental Coordinator and Environmental Impact Study/Environmental 
Assessment. 

Kendall J. Doran, Engineering Geologist. M.S., Geology; 5 years experience in 
environmental planning. Contribution: Initial Site Assessment for Hazardous 
Waste. 

Rajeev Dwivedi, Associate Engineering Geologist. Ph.D., Environmental 
Engineering, Oklahoma State University, Stillwater; 14 years environmental 
technical studies experience. Contribution: Water Quality Study. 

Tom Fisher, Central Region Hydraulic Engineer. B.S., Civil Engineering, San Jose 
State University; 14 years hydraulic engineering experience. Contribution: 
Location Hydraulic Study Floodplain Evaluation. 

Corby C. Kilmer, Landscape Architect. B.S., Landscape Architecture, California 
Polytechnic State University San Luis Obispo; 10 years landscape architecture 
experience. Contribution: Visual Impact Assessment. 
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Valerie A. Levulett, Senior Environmental Planner. M.A., PhD. Anthropology, 
University of California, Davis; 35 years of professional experience. 
Contribution: Prepared Historic Property Survey Report, responsible for 
oversight of all cultural and technical studies and Section 106 compliance. 

John Magorian, Associate Right-of-Way Agent. B.S., Business Administration, 
California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo; 17 years real estate 
appraisal and 5 years as right-of-way agent, acquisition branch, experience. 
Contribution: Relocation Impact Memorandum.  

Wayne Mills, Transportation Engineer. B.A., Social Science, San Diego State 
University; B.A., Earth Science, California State University, Fullerton; 23 
years environmental engineering experience. Contribution: Air Quality, Noise, 
and Paleontology technical reports. 

G. William “Trais” Norris, III, Senior Environmental Planner. B.S., Urban Regional 
Planning, California State Polytechnic University, Pomona; 9 years land use, 
housing, redevelopment, and environmental planning experience. 
Contribution: Final Environmental Document review and approval. 

Robert Pavlik, Senior Environmental Planner. M.A., History, University of California 
at Santa Barbara; 20 years experience conducting historical and architectural 
studies, 11 years with the California Department of Transportation. 
Contribution: Assisted in consultant oversight for historical study reports. 

Bobi Lyon-Ritter, Senior Environmental Planner. M.A., Landscape Architecture, 
University of Arizona; B.A., Fine Art, Elmira College; 15 years landscape 
design and construction experience, 8 years open space/trail planning and 
design experience, and 9 years environmental planning experience. 
Contribution: Draft Environmental Document review and approval. 

Christopher Ryan, Associate Environmental Planner, M.A., Anthropology, School of 
Oriental and African Studies, University of London; B.A., Anthropology, 
University of California, Davis; 13 years prehistoric and historic 
archaeological studies experience. Contribution: Supplemental Archaeology 
Reports 

Charles Siek, Associate Environmental Planner. M.A., Environmental Policy and 
Management, University of Denver; B.A., Geography, California State 
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University, Fresno; 7 years environmental planning experience. Contribution: 
Community Impact Assessment.  

Thad van Bueren, Senior Environmental Planner, M.A., Cultural Resource 
Management, California State University, Sacramento; 30 years experience. 
Contribution: Conducted historic archaeological evaluations at the Breen 
Adobe and San Juan Inn parcels. 

Jimmy Walth, Environmental Planner, M.S. Biological Sciences, California 
Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo; B.S. Biology, University of 
California, Bakersfield; 5 years biology experience. Contribution: Natural 
Environmental Study and Biological Assessment.  

Tom Wheeler, Associate Environmental Planner. M.A. Anthropology, California 
State University, Sacramento; B.A., Anthropology, California State 
University, Sacramento; 40 years of experience. Contribution: Phase I and 
Extended Phase I studies at the Breen Adobe, and evaluation of historic 
archaeological sites. 

Gerald White, Senior Environmental Planner. B.S., Biology, University of California, 
Riverside; 25 years hazardous waste management, air pollution, non-
hazardous waste management experience. Contribution: Hazardous Waste 
document review and approval.
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112 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington DC 20510 

Federal Highway Administration 
Division Administrator 
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331 Hart Senate Office Building 
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California Transportation 
Commission 
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Analysis 
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Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse  
P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 California State Assembly 

Simon Salinas - District 28  
State Capital, Room 2175 
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Distributed by the Office of Planning 
and Research State Clearinghouse:  

• Department of Conservation 
• Department of Fish and Game  
• Department of Parks and Recreation 
• Integrated Waste Management Board 
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• State Air Resources Board  
• State Lands Commission 
• State Water Resources Control Board 

San Benito County Board of 
Supervisors: 

Don Marcus – District 1 
Anthony Botelho – District 2  
Pat Loe – District 3  
Reb L. Monaco - District 4  
Jaime De La Cruz - District 5 

County Administration Bldg. 
481 4th St., 1st Floor 
Hollister, CA 95023 

City of San Juan Bautista 
Janice McClintock - City Manager  
City Hall 
P.O. Box 1420 
San Juan Bautista, CA 95045 

Mayor and City Council 
City of San Juan Bautista 
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City Hall 
375 5th Street 
Hollister, CA 95023 

Mayor and City Council 
City of Hollister 
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Planning Commission 
City of San Juan Bautista 
P.O. Box 29 
San Juan Bautista, CA 95045 

Planning Department 
City of Hollister 
40 Hill Street 
Hollister, CA 95023 

Public Works Department  
City of San Juan Bautista 
P.O. Box 1420  
San Juan Bautista, CA 95045 

Public Works Department  
City of Hollister 
375 Fifth Street 
Hollister, CA 95023 

Monterey Bay Unified APCD 
24580 Silver Cloud Court  
Monterey, CA 93940 

Council of San Benito County 
Governments 
3216 Southside Road,  
Hollister, CA 95023 

Association of Monterey Bay Area 
Governments (AMBAG) 
445 Reservation Road 
Marina, CA 93933 

Transportation Agency for Monterey 
County (TAMC) 
55-B Plaza Circle 
Salinas, C 93901-2902 

San Benito County Water District 
P.O. Box 899 
Hollister, CA 95023 
 

San Benito County Chamber of 
Commerce 
650 San Benito Street, Suite 130 
Hollister, CA 95023-3988 

San Benito County Sheriff’s 
Department 
451 Fourth Street 
Hollister, CA 95023-3840 

San Benito County Transit 
Administration Office  
3216 Southside Road 
Hollister, CA 95023 

San Benito County Environmental 
Health Department 
1111 San Felipe Road, Suite 101 
Hollister, CA 95023 

Planning and Building 
San Benito County 
3224 Southside Road 
Hollister, CA 95023 

Public Works Department 
San Benito County 
3220 Southside Road  
Hollister, CA 95023 

San Benito County Farm Bureau 
530 San Benito Street 
Suite 201 
Hollister, CA 95023 

San Benito County Free Library  
470 5th Street  
Hollister, CA 95023 

San Benito County Water District  
P.O. Box 899  
Hollister, CA 95024 

Caltrans District 5 
Public Information Officer 
50 Higuera Street  
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-5415 

Natural Resource Conservation Service 
2337 Technology Parkway 
Hollister, CA 95023-2544 
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Sacramento District 
1325 “J” Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922 
Attn: Regulatory Branch 

Natural Resources Conservation 
Service 
Attn: Conservation Communications Staff 
P.O. Box 2890 
Washington, DC 20013 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Sacramento Office 
2707 L Street, Suite 1 
Sacramento CA 95816-5113 

California Highway Patrol 
Hollister-Gilroy 
740 Renz Lane 
Gilroy, CA 95020 

Regional Water Quality Control 
Board 
Attn: Storm Water Branch  
81 Higuera Street, Suite 200 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401-5427 

California Highway Patrol 
Office of Special Projects 
P.O. Box 942898 
Sacramento, CA 94298 

State Office of Historic Preservation 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
1416 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Native American Heritage Commission 
915 Capitol Mall, Room 364 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Director 
Department of Water Resources 
1416 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Department of Fish and Game  
Central Coast Region 3 
P.O. Box 47 
Yountville, CA 94599 

Superintendent 
Hollister School District 
2690 Cienega Road 
Hollister, CA 95023 

San Juan American Indian Council  
P.O. Box 1388 
San Juan Bautista, CA 95045 

Chamber of Commerce 
City of San Juan Bautista 
P.O. Box 1037 
San Juan Bautista, CA 95045 

Indian Canyon Mutsun Band of 
Costanoan 
P. O. Box 28 
Hollister, Ca 95024-0028 

San Benito Agricultural Land Trust 
P.O. Box 549 
Tres Pinos, CA 95075 

Monterey County Historical Society 
P.O. Box 3578 
Salinas, CA 93912 

San Juan Bautista Historical Society 
P. O. Box 1 
San Juan Bautista, CA 95045-0001 

San Benito County Historical Society 
498 Fifth Street 
Hollister, CA 95023 
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San Juan Oaks Golf Club 
3825 Union Road 
Hollister, CA 95023 

Hollister Fire Department 
110 Fifth Street 
Hollister, CA 95023 

San Juan Bautista Library 
801 2nd Street 
San Juan Bautista, CA 95045 

Hollister Chamber of Commerce 
615 C San Benito Street 
Hollister, CA 95023 

Aromas-San Juan Unified School 
District 
2300 San Juan Highway  
San Juan Bautista, CA 95045 

San Juan Bautista Fire and Rescue 
P.O. Box 1082 
San Juan Bautista, CA 95045 

Sunnyslope Water District 
3416 Airline Highway 
Hollister, CA 95023 

Hollister Downtown Association 
360 6th Street 
Hollister, CA 95023 

Hollister Hills 
State Vehicular Recreation Area 
7800 Cienega Road 
Hollister, CA 95023 

Mission Farm RV Park 
400 San Juan –Hollister Road 
San Juan Bautista, CA 95045 

Charter Communications 
7640 Eigleberry Street 
Gilroy CA 95020 

Sprint Communications 
(Fiber Optic Ops)  
1850 Gateway Drive  
San Mateo CA 94404 

Pacific Bell 
1250 East Ashlan Avenue 
Fresno CA 93762 

California Product Company 
305 Bloomfield Avenue 
Gilroy, CA 95020 
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Appendix A   California Environmental 
Quality Act Checklist 
The following checklist identifies physical, biological, social, and economic factors 
that might be affected by the proposed project. The California Environmental Quality 
Act impact levels include “potentially significant impact,” “less than significant 
impact with mitigation,” “less than significant impact,” and “no impact.” Supporting 
documentation of all California Environmental Quality Act checklist determinations 
is provided in Chapter 2 of this Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 
Assessment. Documentation of “No Impact” determinations is provided at the 
beginning of Chapter 2. Discussion of all impacts, avoidance, minimization, and/or 
mitigation measures, except for noise, is under the appropriate topic headings in 
Chapter 2. Noise impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act are 
discussed in Chapter 3. 

 



Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

 

166 San Benito Route 156 Improvement Project 

AESTHETICS - Would the project:  
 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?      X    

 
 

      X  
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic building within a state scenic highway? 

 
 

 
 

  X      c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of the site and its surroundings?  

 

 
 

       X  
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area? 

 
 

 
AGRICULTURE RESOURCES - In determining 
whether impacts to agricultural resources are 
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may 
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation 
and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the 
California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model 
to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and 
farmland. Would the project: 

 

 
 

X        

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

 

 

 
 

    X    b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? 

 

 

 
 

      X  
c) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
that, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 

 

 

 
AIR QUALITY - Where available, the significance 
criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district may be 
relied upon to make the following determinations. 
Would the project: 

 

 
 

      X  a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? 
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      X  
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

 

 

 
 

      X  

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

 

 

 
 

      X  d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentration? 

 

 

 
 

      X  e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

 

 

 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project:  
 

 

  X      

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 

 

 
 

    X    

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified 
in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or 
by the California Department of Fish and Game or 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 

 

 
 

    X    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

 

 

 
 

    X    

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or 
with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

 

 

 
 

      X  
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 
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      X  

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

 

 

 
CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project:  
 

 

      X  
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5? 

 

 

 

      X  
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
§15064.5?  

 

 

 
 

      X  
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

 

 

 
 

      X  d) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

 
 

 
GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project:  
 

 

      X  

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving: 

 

 
 

    X    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on 
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based 
on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

 

 

 
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?      X    
 

 

      X  iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 
 

 

 
iv) Landslides?        X  

 
 
      X  b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

 

 
 

      X  
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that would become unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on or offsite landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 
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      X  
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property. 

 

 

 
 

      X  

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the 
use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater? 

 

 

 
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - 
Would the project: 

 

 
 

      X  
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

 

 

 
 

      X  

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

 

 

 
 

      X  

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous material, substances, or waste 
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

 

 

 
 

      X  

d) Be located on a site that is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

 

 

 
 

      X  

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

 

 

 
 

      X  

 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

 

 

 
 

      X  
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 
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      X  

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized 
areas or where residences are intermixed with 
wildlands? 

 

 

 
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would 
the project: 

 

 
 

      X  a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

 
 

 
 

      X  

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such 
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would 
drop to a level that would not support existing land 
uses or planned uses for which permits have been 
granted)? 

 

 

 
 

      X  

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, in a manner that would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on or offsite? 

 

 

 
 

      X  

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river, or substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that 
would result in flooding on or offsite? 

 

 

 
 

      X  

e) Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned storm water 
drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff? 

 

 

 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?        X  
 

 
 

      X  

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area 
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or 
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map? 

 

 
 

 

      X  
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
that would impede or redirect flood flows? 

 

 

 
 

      X  i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including 
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 
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      X  j) Result in inundation by a seiche, tsunami, or 

mudflow? 

 

 
 
LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project:   
 
a)  Physically divide an established community?        X  

 
 

      X  

b)  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, 
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not limited to the general plan, 
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect? 

 

 

 
 

       X  c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation 
plan or natural community conservation plan? 

 

 

 
MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project:   
 

 

      X  
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

 

 

 
 

      X  

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally 
important mineral resource recovery site delineated on 
a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use 
plan? 

 

 

 
NOISE - Would the project result in:  
 

 

  X      

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels 
in excess of standards established in the local general 
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies? 

 

 

 
 

      X  b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

 

 

 
 

  X      
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

 

 

 
 

  X      
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project? 
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      X  

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project expose people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

 

 

 
 

      X  
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

 

 
 

POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the 
project:  

 
 

      X  

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes 
and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through 
extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

 
 

 
 

      X  
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

 
 

 
 

      X  
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

 
 

 
PUBLIC SERVICES -  

 
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with the provision of new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives for any of the public services: 

 

 
 Fire protection?        X  

 
 Police protection?       X  

 
 Schools?        X  

 
 Parks?        X  

 
 Other public facilities?        X  
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RECREATION -  
 

 

      X  

a) Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of 
the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

 
 

 
 

      X  

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment? 

 
 

 
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC - Would the 
project:  

 

 

      X  

a) Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in 
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the 
street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in 
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to 
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

 

 

 
      X  

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level 
of service standard established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated roads or 
highways? 

 
 

 
 

      X  
c) Result in a change in air traffic patters, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 

 
 

 
 

      X  
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) 
or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

 
 

 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?        X  
 

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?        X  
 

 

      X  
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

 
 

 
UTILITY AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Would the project:  

 
 

      X  a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?  

 

 
 

      X  

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 
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      X  

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

 
 

 
 

      X  
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project from existing entitlements and resources, or 
are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

 
 

 
 

      X  

e) Result in determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider that serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

 
 

 
 

      X  
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

 
 

 

      X  g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste?  

 

 
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE -  

 

 

    X    

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of 
a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

 

 

 
 

    X    

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects)? 

 

 

 
 

      X  
c) Does the project have environmental effects that 
will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 
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Appendix B   Resources Evaluated Relative 
to the Requirements of Section 4(f) 
This section of the document discusses parks, recreational facilities, wildlife refuges, 
and historic properties found within or adjacent to the project area that do not trigger 
Section 4(f) protection either because: 1) they are not publicly owned, 2) they are not 
open to the public, 3) they are not eligible historic properties, 4) the project does not 
permanently use the property and does not hinder the preservation of the property, or 
5) the proximity impacts do not result in constructive use. 

Caltrans identified seven historic properties within or adjacent to the project area 
through a combination of field investigations, archival research, and analysis, which 
are discussed in detail in Section 2.1.8, Cultural Resources. The State Office of 
Historic Preservation concurred with the eligibility determinations documented in the 
2002 Historical Property Survey Report (See Appendix E). Caltrans has determined, 
as a whole, the proposed project would have no adverse effect on the Ferry-Morse 
Seed Company, and no effect on the other six historic properties: the Benjamin 
Wilcox House; the Frank M. Avilla, Sr., House; the John Breen Adobe; the San Justo 
School; the Tebetts Orchard/Nutting Property; and the Mitchell Fruit Farm.   

In April 2007, Caltrans consulted with the State Office of Historic Preservation 
regarding a potential de minimis impact to one of the historic properties, the Ferry-
Morse Seed Company. Caltrans proposed a reduction in the historic property from the 
112-acre legal property parcel to the more appropriate perimeter of a smaller 18-acre 
portion of the legal parcel, which is the portion occupied by the two dozen buildings 
making up the seed-processing complex. The State Office of Historic Preservation 
concurred with the new boundary determinations documented in the Caltrans 
correspondence dated April 27, 2007 (See Appendix E). 

Caltrans has determined that the proposed project avoids all 4(f) properties identified 
within or adjacent to the proposed project, does not permanently use or hinder the 
preservation of any 4(f) property, and does not have any proximity impacts that 
would result in constructive use. 

 



 

 



 

San Benito Route 156 Improvement Project 177 

Appendix C   Title VI Policy Statement  

.  
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Appendix D   Summary of Relocation 
Benefits 
California Dept. of Transportation Relocation Assistance Program  

Relocation Assistance Advisory Services 
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) would provide relocation 
advisory assistance to any person, business, farm, or non-profit organization 
displaced as a result of Caltrans’ acquisition of real property for public use. Caltrans 
would assist residential displacees in obtaining comparable decent, safe, and sanitary 
replacement housing by providing current and continuing information on sales prices 
and rental rates of available housing. Non-residential displacees would receive 
information on comparable properties for lease or purchase.  

Residential replacement dwellings would be in equal or better neighborhoods, at 
prices within the financial means of the individuals and families displaced, and 
reasonably accessible to their places of employment. Before any displacement occurs, 
displacees would be offered comparable replacement dwellings that are open to all 
persons regardless of race, color, religion, sex, or national origin, and that are 
consistent with the requirements of Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968. This 
assistance would also include supplying information concerning federal- and state-
assisted housing programs, and any other known services being offered by public and 
private agencies in the area.  

Residential Relocation Payments Program 
For more information or a brochure on the residential relocation program, please 
contact Julie Dick Tex by e-mail at julie_dick_tex@dot.ca.gov, by telephone at (559) 
243-8299, or by mail at 2015 E Shields Ave., Suite 100, Fresno, CA 93726. 

The brochure on the residential relocation program is also available in English at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_english.pdf and in Spanish at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/residential_spanish.pdf. 

If you own or rent a mobile home that may be moved or acquired by Caltrans, a 
relocation brochure is available in English at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/mobile_eng.pdf and in Spanish at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/mobile_sp.pdf. 

mailto:julie_dick_tex@dot.ca.gov�
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The Business and Farm Relocation Assistance Program  
For more information or a brochure on the relocation of a business or farm, please 
contact Julie Dick Tex by e-mail at julie_dick_tex@dot.ca.gov, by telephone at (559) 
243-8299, or by mail at 2015 E Shields Ave., Suite 100, Fresno, CA 93726. 

The brochure on the business relocation program is also available in English at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/business_farm.pdf and in Spanish at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/row/pubs/business_sp.pdf. 

Additional Information  
No relocation payment received would be considered as income for the purpose of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 or for the purposes of determining eligibility or the 
extent of eligibility of any person for assistance under the Social Security Act or any 
other federal law (except for any federal law providing low-income housing 
assistance).  

Persons who are eligible for relocation payments and who are legally occupying the 
property required for the project would not be asked to move without being given at 
least 90 days advance notice, in writing. Occupants of any type of dwelling eligible 
for relocation payments would not be required to move unless at least one comparable 
“decent, safe, and sanitary” replacement residence, open to all persons regardless of 
race, color, religion, sex, or national origin is available or has been made available to 
them by the state.  

Any person, business, farm, or non-profit organization, which has been refused a 
relocation payment by Caltrans, or believes that the payments are inadequate, may 
appeal for a hearing before a hearing officer or the Caltrans’ Relocation Assistance 
Appeals Board. No legal assistance is required; however, the displacee may choose to 
obtain legal council at his/her expense. Information about the appeal procedure is 
available from Caltrans’ Relocation Advisors.  

The information above is not intended to be a complete statement of all of Caltrans’ 
laws and regulations. At the time of the first written offer to purchase, owner-
occupants are given a more detailed explanation of the state's relocation services. 
Tenant occupants of properties to be acquired are contacted immediately after the first 
written offer to purchase, and also given a more detailed explanation of Caltrans’ 
relocation programs.  

mailto:julie_dick_tex@dot.ca.gov�
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Important Notice  
To avoid loss of possible benefits, no individual, family, business, farm, or non-profit 
organization should commit to purchase or rent a replacement property without first 
contacting a Department of Transportation relocation advisor at:  

State of California  
Department of Transportation, District #05  
50 Higuera Street 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93701 
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Appendix E   State Office of Historic 
Preservation Concurrence Letters 

Concurrence determination for Ferry-Morse Seed Company complex, page 1 of 3 

 

Figure E-1 Ferry-Morse Boundary Concurrence
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Concurrence determination for Ferry-Morse Seed Company complex, 
page 2 of 3 
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Concurrence determination for Ferry-Morse Seed Company complex, page 3 of 3 
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Concurrence determination for historic properties, page 1 of 3 

 

 

Figure E-2 Historic Properties Concurrence 
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Concurrence determination for historic properties, page 2 of 3 
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Concurrence determination for historic properties, page 3 of 3 
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SHPO concurrence determination with the Findings of No Adverse Effect for the 
project, page 1 of 1 

 
 
Figure E-3 Findings of Effect Concurrence 
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Appendix F   National Resource 
Conservation Service Farmland Conversion 
Impact Rating 
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Appendix G   Photographs at The Alameda 
and Mission Farm RV Park 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The single-family residential development west of the project limits and the hotel south of 
State Route 156 on The Alameda. 

North

North

The San Juan Elementary School north of State Route 156 and east of The Alameda. 
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North

 
The Mission Farm RV Park south of State Route 156 on San Juan Hollister Road 
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Appendix H   Construction Equipment 
Emissions 

Table H.1 Estimated Construction Emissions (vehicles) 

Alternative  
(day/quarter) Factor 

2 4A 6 

CO 72/6.0 47/3.8 62/5.2 

ROG 18/1.5 11/0.9 16/1.3 

NOx 143/11.9 84/6.9 126/10.5 

PM10 24/2.0 15/1.2 21/1.8 

Revised 8/19/04 

Table H.2 Estimated Construction Emissions (asphalt use) 

Alternative  
Factor 

2 4A 6 

Total asphalt concrete (tons) 109,129 54,123 88,185 

Emulsion (.0025% AC) (tons) 273 135 220 

Asphalt (6% of AC, 65% of emulsion) (tons) 6548+177 3247+88 5291+143 

ROG (.04 lb/ton ac) (lb.) 269 133 217 

Days paving (Construction Emission sheets) 109 54 88 

Daily emissions of ROG (lb.) 2.5 2.5 2.5 

Quarterly emissions of ROG (tons) .083 .083 .083 

Revised 8/19/04 



Appendix H  Construction Equipment Emissions 

196 San Benito Route 156 Improvement Project

Table H.3 Estimated Construction Emissions (PM10 from grading) 

Alternative 
Activity 2 4A 6 

Total area to grade (acres) 173 111 168 
Exposed for (quarters) 8 8 8 
Active daily grading (acres)* 1.3 .84 1.3 
Quarterly PM10 (tons)** 2.9 1.9 2.9 
Total PM10 (Tons) 23 15 23 

Revised 8/19/04 
*Assumes each acre graded 4 times 
** At 68 pounds per acre per day, 66 days grading/quarter 
 

 Table H.4 Estimated Quarterly Construction Emissions (in tons) 

Air District Threshold Alternative 
Factor Daily 

(Pounds) 
Quarterly 

(Tons) 

Activity 
2 4A 6 

CO NA NA Vehicles 6.0 3.8 5.2 

ROG NA NA Vehicles 1.5 0.9 1.3 

ROG   Asphalt 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Nox NA NA Vehicles 11.9 6.9 10.5 

PM10 85 lb 2.5 tons Vehicles 2.0 1.2 1.8 

PM10   Grading 2.9 1.9 2.9 

Revised 8/19/04 
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Appendix I Minimization and/or Mitigation 
Summary 

Resource Level of Significance Permit or Approval 
Farmland Significant None 

Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
It is not possible to avoid farmland impacts with any of the Build Alternatives; however, the 
preferred alternative, Alternative 6, was modified to help minimize farmland conversion but 
has the potential to result in approximately 27 acres of excess land. As part of the right-of-
way process for purchasing land, Caltrans tries to negotiate parcel exchanges with 
neighboring farmers to reconfigure split farmland parcels for resale so that the parcels would 
continue to be farmed and not contribute further to the segmentation and conversion of 
farmland. Generally, when Caltrans resells or reconfigures land in an area zoned for 
agriculture as buffers or conservation easements, deed restrictions limiting future use to 
agriculture would be included to keep land in agricultural use in perpetuity. 
 

Resource Level of Significance Permit or Approval 
Relocations Non-significant None 

Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
The project requires additional right-of-way and may result in the relocation of two non-
residential buildings or storage sheds, a well, and a pump house. At the time of acquisition, 
when relocation would become necessary, all activities would then be conducted in 
accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act of 
1970, as amended (see Appendix D). 
 

Resource Level of Significance Permit or Approval 
Utilities Non-significant None 

Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
During construction, a Traffic Management Plan would be developed to accommodate local 
traffic patterns and reduce delay, congestion, and accidents. Traffic delays would be minimal 
because the Build Alternatives would be constructed on new alignment. By building the 
proposed project in construction phases and rerouting traffic to local roads, disruption to local 
and regional traffic would be minimized with all Build Alternatives.  
Relocation of aerial and underground electric, telephone, cable, and water lines would be 
coordinated with the affected utilities. 
 

Resource Level of Significance Permit or Approval 
Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography Non-significant None 

Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
Once a rough profile grade has been established for the preferred alternative, a Geotechnical 
Design Report will be requested to determine final design recommendations. In addition, 
during the design phase of the project, consideration would be given to the stability and 
settlement of embankments, particularly at the approaches to structures. The subsurface clay 
layers are thick and extensive so settlement of the higher embankments may be substantial, 
and consolidation can be expected to occur over a long period of time. The near-surface soils 
can be saturated and soft, so the weight-bearing capacity of the foundation soil may be an 
issue during construction of the embankments. 
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Resource Level of Significance Permit or Approval 

Visual/Scenic Resources Non-significant None 

Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 

Design changes have narrowed the median width between The Alameda and Mission 
Vineyard Road to minimize impacts to trees for all alternatives.  

Visual mitigation seeks to preserve or enhance existing scenic qualities, frame desirable 
vistas, screen or distract from undesirable views, use forms and materials that relate well to 
existing elements, and apply aesthetic treatments that fit the visual character of the area. Each 
type of impact, its location, and potential cumulative impacts determine which measures 
would be most effective in reducing the impacts. 

Based on the visual quality assessment of the proposed alternatives and local community 
planning guidelines, the following measures would be incorporated into the final project 
design for all proposed alternatives: 

• Grading would be minimized as much as possible to preserve existing vegetation, 
especially to avoid the loss of mature trees. 

• A sound wall, if built, would match the aesthetic of the other Mission-style noise barriers 
in the area. However, landscaping in front of the wall may not be possible due to space 
limitations. 

• New fencing, where required, would be consistent with existing fencing in rural areas.  
• Traffic signage would be limited to the greatest extent possible and obsolete signs would 

be removed. 
• Any proposed light fixtures would be shielded to help preserve dark, night-sky views and 

low-pressure sodium lighting is preferred.  
• Landscaping, including scattered skyline trees, would be planted where appropriate to 

distract from the visibility and dominance of wide-paved expanses and as needed to unify 
the region’s distinct visual identity. Landscape planting would not block major views of 
agricultural fields or distant mountains. 

• Planting would include a variety of sizes of plant material to increase the density of cover 
and screen more quickly and to lend a more mature blended appearance to the overall 
project.  

• Signature landscape planting at “entry” points would emphasize the sense of arrival or 
departure from the San Juan Bautista community. 

• Medians would be left unpaved and would be seeded with low-growing grasses and 
wildflowers.  

• Intersection slopes, drainage channels, and areas adjacent to frontage roads would be 
similarly seeded and left to grow into a natural and rural appearance. 
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Resource Level of Significance Permit or Approval 
Cultural Resources Non-significant None 

Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 

Archaeology: 
If cultural materials are discovered during construction, all earth-moving activity within and 
around the immediate discovery area will be diverted until a qualified archaeologist can 
assess the nature and significance of the find. 
If human remains are discovered during construction, State Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5 states that further disturbances and activities will cease in any area or nearby area 
suspected to overlie remains, and the County Coroner contacted. Pursuant to Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.98, if the remains are thought to be Native American, the 
coroner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission, which will then notify the 
Most Likely Descendent. At this time, the person who discovered the remains would contact 
the Central Coast Specialist Branch, San Luis Obispo, so that they may work with the Most 
Likely Descendent on the respectful treatment and disposition of the remains. Further 
provisions of Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 are to be followed as applicable. 

Historic Properties 
All three proposed Build Alternatives reduce the Section 106 impacts as much as possible 
while still meeting the project Purpose and Need. Ten Build Alternatives were developed and 
studied for the proposed project, but seven were withdrawn because they did not avoid the 
historic properties or they were not prudent and/or feasible. The three remaining Build 
Alternatives reflect Caltrans’ efforts to avoid and minimize impacts to historic properties. 

 

Resource Level of Significance Permit or Approval 
Traffic Circulation Non- significant None 

Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 

A comprehensive Traffic Management Plan to minimize delays will be developed after 
selection of the preferred alternative. Advance media announcements will be made to alert 
the public of construction staging and potential delays during construction. Standard Caltrans 
construction practices include information on roadway conditions, portable changeable 
message signs, lane and road closures, advance warning signs, alternate routes, reverse and 
alternate traffic control, and a traffic contingency plan for unforeseen circumstances and 
emergencies. Prior to construction, Caltrans would meet with local public officials to review 
the plan as well as publicize plan details. Construction may be scheduled to avoid areas that 
need access during certain seasons, such as harvest season. 
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Resource Level of Significance Permit or Approval 

Hazardous Waste Non-significant None 
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 

The presence of lead in the soil is measurable but less than the regulatory threshold. 
However, project-specific Non-Standard Special Provisions for aerially deposited lead would 
be required in the construction contract and the contractor would provide a project-specific 
Lead Compliance Plan to address worker health and safety and to prevent or minimize 
worker exposure to lead while handling material containing aerially deposited lead. 

 
Resource Level of Significance Permit or Approval 

Floodplain/Hydrology Non-significant None 
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 

Once construction details are prepared, a detailed hydraulic analysis will assess any changes 
in profile grade and/or the widening of the highway profile that could result in changes to the 
existing flood zones. The information provided by the San Benito County Water District has 
been taken into consideration and will be put to constructive use. Caltrans intends to raise the 
highway profile above floodwater level and to remove highway runoff. This would make the 
highway safe from flooding, but would not correct regional flooding problems. New cross-
culverts would be required between Mission Vineyard Road and Lucy Brown Lane to mimic 
current flooding patterns now occurring at the highway. This project should also include the 
installation of a sufficient number of additional cross culverts to safely pass all water with the 
potential to back up against any proposed new alignments.  

All highway drainage would be disposed of via a new drainage collection system, and all 
offsite water would flow per the existing drainage patterns. The proposed sound wall would 
require special floodplain engineering consideration once sound wall placement is 
determined. 
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Resource Level of Significance Permit or Approval 
Air Quality Non-significant None 

Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
The daily and quarterly grading acreage and emissions from fugitive dust appear to be within 
the limits established by the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District. The 
District recommends the following minimization measures, (in addition to daily watering of 
all disturbed areas required by Caltrans Standard Specifications): 
• Water all active construction areas at least twice daily (frequency should be based on the 

type of operation, soil, and wind exposure) 
• Prohibit all grading activities during periods of high wind (over 15 miles per hour) 
• Apply chemical soil stabilizers on inactive construction areas (disturbed lands within 

construction projects that are unused for at least four consecutive days) 
• Apply non-toxic binders (e.g., latex acrylic copolymer) to exposed areas after cut and fill 

operations and hydro-seed area 
• Maintain at least 2.0 feet of “freeboard” (space between the surface of the load and top of 

the truck bed) on haul trucks 
• Cover all trucks that haul dirt, sand, or loose materials 
• Cover inactive storage piles 
• Sweep streets if visible soil is carried out from the construction site 
• Plant windbreaks on the windward side of construction projects adjacent to open land 

(consult with project biologist prior to plant selection) 
• Plant vegetative cover in disturbed areas as soon as possible (consult with project 

biologist prior to plant selection) 
• Limit the area under construction at any one time 

Applications of appropriate measures from this list can further reduce emissions of fugitive 
dust from the project. 

The contractor would use on-road diesel fuel approved by the California Air Resources Board 
in diesel construction vehicles when it is locally available. 

Caltrans Standard Specifications pertaining to dust control and dust palliative requirements 
are a required part of all construction contracts and should effectively reduce and control 
emission impacts during construction. Typical dust and emission control methods include 
watering the construction site, runoff and erosion control, traps on diesel-exhaust systems, 
and emission-control retrofits on older, higher polluting vehicles. These impacts are 
addressed through Caltrans Standard Specifications, Section 7-1.0F, “Air Pollution Control” 
and Section 10, “Dust Control.” 

The Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District administers air quality regulations 
developed at the federal, state, and local levels. According to Caltrans Standard 
Specifications that may apply to all state construction projects, the contractor must comply 
with Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District’s rules, ordinances, and 
regulations. 
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Resource Level of Significance Permit or Approval 

Water Quality Non-significant Clean Water Act:  
Section 402 permit 

Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
During construction, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan would be implemented to help 
identify the sources of sediments and other pollutants that affect the quality of storm water 
discharges. This plan would also describe and ensure the implementation of Best Management 
Practices to reduce or eliminate sediment and other pollutants in storm water as well as non-storm 
water discharges. By incorporating proper and accepted engineering practices and Best 
Management Practices, the proposed project would have minimal impacts to water quality during 
construction. Project-specific storm water Best Management Practices would be selected during the 
development of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, and are designed to satisfy National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit and Clean Water Act Best Conventional 
Technology/Best Available Technology requirements.  
By using the Water Quality Volume and Storm Water Quality Flow from Table 2.9, the Best 
Management Practices for the project can be determined. According to the Caltrans Storm Water 
Quality Handbook, unlike flood control measures that are typically designed to store or convey the 
peak volumes or flows of infrequent storms (i.e., return period typically over 5 years), Treatment 
Best Management Practices are designed to treat the lower volume or flow of more frequent (i.e. 
return period less than 1 year) storms. The volume or flows associated with the frequent events are 
commonly referred to as the Water Quality Volume for Best Management Practices designed based 
on volume, and Water Quality Flow for Best Management Practices designed based on flow.  
During the project development phase, plans are developed using the Caltrans Project Planning and 
Design Guide to ensure there would be no detrimental discharge into receiving waters. During the 
construction phase, the contractor is responsible, as stated in Caltrans’ Standard Specifications 
Section 7-1.01G, for taking the necessary steps to eliminate potential impacts during construction.  
Standard Specifications Section 7-1.01G requires the construction contractor to implement 
pollution control practices related to construction projects via a Water Pollution Control Program or 
a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, as noted above.  
The proposed project would disturb more than one acre of soil and the following would be 
required: 
1. A Notification of Construction would be submitted to the appropriate Regional Water Quality 

Control Board at least 30 days before the start of construction. The Notification of Construction 
form requires a tentative start date and duration, location, description of project, estimate of 
affected area, and name of resident engineer (or other construction contact) with telephone 
number, etc. 

2. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan would be prepared and implemented during 
construction to the satisfaction of the resident engineer. 

3. A Notice of Construction Completion would be submitted to the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board upon completion of the construction and stabilization of the site. A project will 
be considered complete when the criteria for final stabilization in the State General 
Construction Permit are met. 

The primary pollutants of concern following construction are petroleum distillates and metals. A 
Storm Water Management Plan would be required to minimize long-term water quality impacts. 
Caltrans has currently implemented the statewide Storm Water Management Plan to address runoff 
impacts on water quality standards, development of Total Maximum Daily Loads, and watershed 
planning.  
• During the post-construction, long-term operational phase, and maintenance, permanent 

pollutant controls (design and treatment Best Management Practices) would be implemented to 
meet the Maximum Extent Practicable standard. 
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Resource Level of Significance Permit or Approval 

Biology Non-significant 

The Clean Water Act:  
Sections 401 permit 
Section 404 permit 

Section 1602 permit 
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 

Wetlands and Other Waters 
No wetlands were found within the proposed project area, but wetlands were identified next 
to State Route 156 north of the existing route. Environmentally Sensitive Area fencing would 
be placed around those wetlands to ensure that there would be no impacts to that area. 

A nationwide Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, a 
Section 401 Certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and a Section 
1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department of Fish and Game 
would be required for all Build Alternatives. 

Animal Species 
Environmental Sensitive Area fencing will be used to exclude western pond turtles from the 
work area during construction.  

The proposed project may require the relocation of any western pond turtles found in the 
work area during construction of the bridge at San Juan Creek (see Figure 2-6). A qualified 
biologist will monitor the project area during construction activities that occur in this portion 
of the project. If any turtles are found, they will be returned to a safe part of San Juan Creek 
or the drainage ditch, well away from construction activities. All riparian areas affected by 
the project would be replanted with willows to the maximum extent practical. At minimum, 
enough area would be planted to ensure that there would be no net loss of aquatic or riparian 
habitat as a result of this project. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

California Red-Legged Frog: The proposed project may require the relocation of any 
California red-legged frogs found in the work area during construction of the bridge at San 
Juan Creek (see Figure 2-5). 
All riparian areas affected by the project will be replanted with vegetation similar to what was 
removed (such as willows) to the maximum extent practical. At minimum, enough area 
would be planted to ensure that there would be no net loss of California red-legged frog 
aquatic or riparian habitat as a result of this project. San Juan Creek and the ditch adjacent to 
the creek would be designated as an environmentally sensitive area and fenced to avoid 
impacts to California red-legged frog habitat (see Figure 2-5). For all Build Alternatives, the 
following measures would be taken to avoid or minimize impacts to the California red-legged 
frog: 
• A qualified biologist would survey the portions of the east ditch and San Juan Creek 

within the footprint of the project. If any California red-legged frogs were found, then the 
biologist would relocate them to suitable habitat within San Juan Creek.  

• Caltrans would identify all areas of suitable California red-legged frog habitat near the 
project but outside the footprint of the project as Environmentally Sensitive Areas. 
Caltrans would direct the contractor to avoid these areas (see Figure 2-3). 

• During project activities, all trash that may attract predators would be properly contained, 
removed from the work site, and disposed of regularly. Following construction, all trash 
and construction debris would be removed from work areas. 
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• All refueling, maintenance, and staging of equipment and vehicles would occur at least 
60 feet from riparian habitat or water bodies and preferably not in a location where a spill 
could drain directly toward aquatic habitat. Prior to the onset of work, the construction 
contractor would ensure that a plan is in place for prompt and effective response to any 
accidental spills. All workers would be informed of the importance of preventing spills 
and of the appropriate measures to take should a spill occur. 

• Project sites would be re-vegetated with an assemblage of native riparian, wetland, and 
upland vegetation suitable for the area. Locally collected plant materials would be used to 
the extent practicable. Invasive, exotic plants would be controlled to the maximum extent 
practicable. This measure would be implemented in all areas disturbed by activities 
associated with the project unless it is not feasible or practical; i.e., an area disturbed by 
construction that would be used for future activities would not need to be re-vegetated. 

• Habitat contours would be returned to their original configuration at the end of project 
activities. This measure would be implemented in all areas disturbed by activities 
associated with the project, unless it is not feasible or modification of original contours 
would benefit the California red-legged frog. 

• Caltrans would attempt to schedule work activities for times of the year when impacts to 
the California red-legged frogs would be minimal. For example, work that would affect 
large pools that may support breeding would be avoided, to the maximum degree 
practicable, during the breeding season (November through May). Isolated pools that are 
important to maintain California red-legged frogs through the driest portions of the year 
would be avoided, to the maximum degree practicable, during the late summer and early 
fall. Habitat assessments, surveys, and informal consultation between Caltrans and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service during project planning should be used to assist in 
scheduling work activities to avoid sensitive habitats during key times of the year. 

• To control sedimentation during and after project implementation, the construction 
contractor would implement best management practices outlined in any authorizations or 
permits issued under the authorities of the Clean Water Act that it receives for the 
specific project. 

• If a work site were to be temporarily dewatered by pumping, intakes would be 
completely screened with wire mesh not larger than 0.2 inch to prevent California red-
legged frogs from entering the pump system. Water would be released or pumped 
downstream at an appropriate rate to maintain downstream flows during construction. 
Upon completion of construction activities, any diversions or barriers to flow would be 
removed in a manner that would allow flow to resume with the least disturbance to the 
substrate. Alteration of the streambed would be minimized to the maximum extend 
possible; any imported material would be removed from the streambed upon completion 
of the project. 

• Unless approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, water would not be impounded in 
a manner that may attract California red-legged frogs. 

• A biologist would permanently remove any individuals of exotic species, such as 
bullfrogs (Rana catesbeiana), crayfish, and centrarchid fishes from the project area, to 
the maximum extent possible. The biologist would be responsible for ensuring the 
activities are in compliance with the California Fish and Game Code. 
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California Tiger Salamander:  Potential impacts to the California tiger salamander that 
could occur in the uplands habitat adjacent to the project area at State Route 156 and Union 
Road would be avoided or minimized by incorporating the following avoidance and 
minimization measures: 
• To the maximum extent practicable, project activities within potential California tiger 

salamander upland and dispersal habitat will be implemented between May 15 ad 
October 15, which is timed to occur between the breeding season and the fall dispersal 
period for California tiger salamander. 

• Exclusionary fencing will be installed to avoid impacts to adjacent non-native grasslands 
that potentially serve as California tiger salamander upland habitat (see Figure 2-7). 

• During vegetation removal and grading activities a qualified biologist will survey for and 
relocate any California tiger salamanders identified within potential California tiger 
salamander habitat. 

• A limited number of small mammal burrows within potential California tiger salamander 
habitat will behind excavated prior to construction activities. Approximately 50 of the 
300 rodent burrows identified in the eastern portion of the project area that are deemed 
most likely to contain California tiger salamanders will be hand excavated by a Service-
approved biologist to determine if California tiger salamanders are present. If a California 
tiger salamander is located during hand excavation activities, then all rodent burrows 
within potential California tiger salamander upland habitat will be excavated. If no 
California tiger salamanders are located during excavation of the 50 burrows most likely 
to contain the species, then hand excavation activities will be suspended, and construction 
activities may proceed. Any California tiger salamanders found during hand excavation 
activities will be relocated the shortest distance possible by a Service-approved biologist 
to a location that has suitable habitat and will not be affected by project activities. A 
rodent burrow hand excavation plan with protocol for hand excavation, potential 
relocation sites, protocol for determination of rodent burrows with highest likelihood of 
containing the Service at least 30 days before hand excavation activities are to begin. 

 

Invasive Species 
Caltrans standard practice includes the prevention of the introduction and the proliferation of 
invasive plant species in the highway corridor. These standard practices may include the 
following: 

• Bared soil will be landscaped with Caltrans’ recommended seed mix from locally adapted 
species to preclude the invasion of noxious weeds. The use of site-specific materials, 
which are adapted to local conditions, increases the likelihood that revegetation of bare 
soil will be successful and maintains the genetic integrity of the local ecosystem. 

• Trucks with loads carrying vegetation would be covered, and vegetative materials 
removed from the site would be disposed of in accordance with applicable laws and 
regulations. 

In areas of particular sensitivity, extra precautions will be taken if invasive species are found 
in or adjacent to the construction areas. These include the inspection and cleaning of 
construction equipment and eradication strategies to be implemented should an invasion 
occur. 
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Resource Level of Significance Permit or Approval 

Noise Non- significant None 
Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 

Barrier 9 would abate noise for Receptor 25, the Mission Farm RV Park located at 400 San 
Juan-Hollister Road. For facilities like this one, each 100 front feet (along the highway) 
counts as a residential equivalent. The facility has approximately 656 feet of frontage on State 
Route 156; therefore, this receptor represents seven residential equivalents. The existing noise 
level at Receptor 25 is 67 decibels and the future noise level is predicted to be 71 decibels for 
all the Build Alternatives. To achieve a 5-decibel reduction, a sound wall 9 feet high would 
be needed for all Build Alternatives. The reasonable cost for this barrier is $308,000. The 
recommended length of the wall for Alternative 2 is 940 feet long at a current estimated cost 
of $270,700. The recommended length of the wall for Alternative 4A is 800 feet at a current 
estimated cost of $230,400. The recommended length of the wall for Alternative 6 is 870 feet 
long at a current estimated cost of $250,600. Because the estimated cost of the barrier does 
not exceed the reasonable cost allowance, the construction of a barrier at this location is 
considered reasonable. 

Based on the studies completed to date, Caltrans intends to incorporate noise abatement in the 
form of a barrier at the Mission Farm RV Park. Due to the drainage ditch and redwood trees 
within the existing right-of-way, the sound barrier would be placed on top of a retaining wall, 
as shown in Figure 2-4. If during final design, conditions have substantially changed, noise 
abatement may not be necessary. The final decision on noise abatement will be made on 
completion of the project design and the public involvement processes.  

Several methods are proposed in the Federal Highway Administration’s Highway Noise 
Manual for dealing with construction noise. Methods that could be applicable to this project 
include the following: 

• Keep the public advised of high noise level operations through media announcements. 

• When applicable, use temporary noise barriers, which may be effective in minimizing 
construction noise, dust, glare, and visual impacts.   

• Install special telephones in the resident engineer’s office to receive noise complaints. 
The telephone numbers would be publicized in local newspapers and by letter to 
residences near the construction area. Studies show the public is more tolerant of short-
term noise if construction schedules are publicized well in advance because residents can 
adjust their schedules in advance for a few noisy nights.  

• When possible, schedule noisier operations in daylight hours when they are least likely to 
disturb local residents or businesses.  

• Minimize nighttime construction. 

When possible, construct proposed barriers before the construction project begins, which 
would also protect residents from construction noise, dust, and glare. 
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Appendix J   Project History and Status 
State Route 156 is classified as a Rural Minor Arterial from U.S. 101 (post mile 0.1) 
to State Route 152 (post mile 18.4). The highway, designated as a Federal Aid 
Primary Route, is on the Freeway and Expressway System, although most of it is 
conventional highway. 

State Route 156 was built in 1961 as a two-lane conventional highway, with plans for 
eventual expansion to four lanes. In 1965, the highway was expanded to a four-lane 
expressway from the interchange at U.S. 101 (post mile 0.1) to Monterey Street in 
San Juan Bautista (post mile 2.3). 

The County of San Benito initiated this project on State Route 156 as part of the 
Regional Transportation Plan to decrease congestion and delays. This project is 
sometimes referred to as the “Gap” because of completed highway projects located at 
each end of the project area. The completed projects were partially funded through 
the 1988 State Transportation Improvement Plan. The local share of funding for these 
projects came from San Benito County Measure A, which was passed through a voter 
initiative in 1988. The measure adopted a half percent (0.5 percent) increase in sales 
tax for the purpose of transportation improvements. The measure generated 
approximately $15.5 million over its 10-year life, which ended in 1999. 
Approximately $10 million remain in the fund for short-term projects in this year’s 
Regional Transportation Plan. The two state highway projects stipulated by the 
measure were: 

• State Route 156 (post mile 2.3/3.3) - Extended the four-lane expressway on State 
Route 156 from the existing four-lane expressway to a location just east of The 
Alameda. This project included the installation of a traffic signal at the 
intersection of State Route 156 and The Alameda. This project was completed in 
November 1995. 

• State Route 156 (post mile 7.3/R14.3) - Construction of a two-lane expressway on 
a new alignment known as the Hollister Bypass. This project was completed in 
1997.    
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Appendix K   Floodplain Maps 

 

Figure K-1 Floodplain Zones near the City of San Juan Bautista 
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Figure K-2 Floodplain Zones of the project area 
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Appendix L   Public Comment and 
Responses 

Introduction to Response to Comments 

Appendix L addresses the comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Assessment for the San Benito 156 Improvement Project. 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Assessment was 
circulated for public comment between August 24, 2007 and October 15, 2007. Two 
public hearings were held to further solicit public comment on the document. The 
first public hearing was held in the City of San Juan Bautista on September 25, 2007, 
and the second public hearing was held in the City of Hollister on September 26, 
2007.  

This appendix presents all the written comments received on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement/Environmental Assessment and responses to those comments, 
including comments received after the comment period ended. 

Some of the comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Assessment expressed approval of the proposed 
improvements to State Route 156, but also expressed concerns in the following 
categories: 

• Flooding and Drainage 
• Farmland Conversion 
• Cultural Resources and Historic Properties 
• Truck Traffic 
• Noise 
• Air Pollution 
• Scenic and Visual Resources 
• Growth 
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Organization 
This appendix is organized according to the parties commenting on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Assessment as follows: 

• Section 1.0 State Agencies 
• Section 2.0 Local and Regional Agencies 
• Section 3.0 Individuals 
• Section 4.0 Comment Cards from Public Hearings  
• Section 5.0 Transcripts from Public Hearings 
• Section 6.0 Late Comments and Other Materials 

No comments were received from any federal agencies or organizations. No Petitions 
or map and information requests were received. 

For Sections 1.0 through 3.0, responses are provided after each letter or e-mail. 
Corresponding numbers assigned to the comments are in the right-hand margin. 

For Sections 4.0 and 5.0, responses are withheld until the end of each section and then 
provided. Responses are identified by the surname of the person making the comment 
and by using the corresponding number assigned to the comment in the right-hand 
margin. 

Section 6.0 displays late comments and additional material attached to comments. 

Several approaches have been used to respond to comments. Some comments were 
statements of information or opinion; these comments have been acknowledged for 
the public record. Other comments asked for additional information or for 
clarification of information in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Assessment. Where appropriate, the responses to these comments are 
provided in this appendix. Where the response is presented in the text of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Assessment, reference is made to the 
text section in response to the comment.
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Section 1.0 State Agencies 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit, page 1 of 1 
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Response to State Clearinghouse 

No response necessary. 
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California Department of Conservation, page 1 of 5 
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California Department of Conservation, page 2 of 5 
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California Department of Conservation, page 3 of 5 
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California Department of Conservation, page 4 of 5 
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California Department of Conservation, page 5 of 5 
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Response to the California Department of Conservation 
1. Caltrans appreciates the comments submitted by the California Department of 

Conservation. 

2. Comments noted. Section 2.1.3, Farmlands/Timberlands has been modified to 
include some additional discussion on farmland impacts as requested. The draft 
environmental document, however, included the type, amount, and location of 
farm parcels affected. In regards to vandalism, Caltrans cannot predict whether 
vandalism will decrease or increase. Caltrans has made efforts to minimize 
farmland conversion and avoid land-use conflicts. Cumulative farmland impacts 
are discussed in Chapter 3. 

3. The Farmland Conversion Impact Rating System used by the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service is the one adopted by the Federal Highway Administration 
to evaluate farmland impacts, and is the functional equivalent of the Land 
Evaluation and Site Assessment model. Use of the Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment model is recommended, but not required by the California 
Environmental Quality Act for land use conversions and site assessments. 

4 & 5.  Information regarding agricultural conservation easements has been noted. As 
part of the right-of-way process for purchasing land, Caltrans tries to negotiate 
parcel exchanges with neighboring farmers to reconfigure split farmland parcels 
for resale so that the parcels would continue to be farmed and not contribute 
further to the segmentation and conversion of farmland. Generally, when Caltrans 
resells or reconfigures land in an area zoned for agriculture as buffers or 
conservation easements, deed restrictions limiting future use to agriculture would 
be included to keep land in agricultural use in perpetuity. 

6. Section 2.1.3, Farmlands/Timberlands has been modified to include additional 
discussion of Williamson Act properties with a map as suggested. For this project, 
it was not feasible to avoid Williamson Act parcels; however, the partial 
acquisition from parcels under Williamson Act contract will not reduce any parcel 
below the minimum size required to remain under contract. Once the project is 
approved and it appears this land will be converted, notification will be made to 
the Director of the Department of Conservation with the necessary data within 10 
working days of acquisition.  

7. Thank you for your offer of assistance. 
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Section 2.0 Local and Regional Agencies 

Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, page 1 of 2 
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Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, page 2 of 2 
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Response to Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 
1. Recommendations noted. In regards to estimated construction emissions from 

grading, Caltrans standards do not allow calculating construction equipment 
emissions because Caltrans does not know what kind of equipment will be used in 
construction, the age of the equipment, or what schedule the contractor will use. 
However, the contractor will have to conform to the air quality regulations 
established by the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District  

2. As much as Caltrans would like to honor your request to recalculate total organic 
gas (ROG), carbon monoxide (CO), and oxides of nitrogen (Nox), Caltrans 
standards do not allow the calculation of construction equipment emissions 
because there are too many variables, as stated in Response #1. However, the 
Caltrans specialist recalculated the emissions for particulate matter that is 10 
microns or less in diameter on a daily basis for grading. These were compared to 
the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District’s thresholds of 82 
pounds per day for PM10. The calculation used was: 173 acres graded in 66 days = 
2.64 acres per day. Caltrans Standard Specification requires a 50% reduction with 
daily watering of disturbed areas (2.64 acres per day x 50% = 1.32 acres per day). 
1.32 acres per day x 10.25 pounds per acre = 13.5 pounds PM10 per day from 
grading, which is below the threshold of 82 pounds per day established by the 
Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District. 

3. On November 15, 2007, a discussion was held between a representative from the 
Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District and a Caltrans specialist on 
the potential adverse impacts to the San Juan Elementary School, San Juan Hotel, 
and residences at The Alameda from diesel exhaust. Although the beginning of 
the proposed project on State Route 156 starts at the intersection of The Alameda, 
the widening of State Route 156 doesn’t start until approximately 0.3 mile east of 
The Alameda. The existing State Route 156 has four lanes at the intersection of 
State Route 156 and The Alameda, where residences are located in the southwest 
corner, the San Juan Hotel is located in the southeast corner, and the San Juan 
Elementary School is located in the northeast corner and separated from State 
Route 156 by a frontage road. The project does not move traffic closer to any of 
these facilities; therefore, potential diesel effects to these facilities would not 
change. 

4. In regards to comment regarding the 8- to 10-foot shoulders, which should 
minimize “tracking out,” Caltrans appreciates your acknowledgement. Thank you.  
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Caltrans appreciates the comments submitted by the Monterey Bay Unified Air 
Pollution Control District and hopes your comments have been answered adequately. 



Appendix L  Comments and Responses 

San Benito Route 156 Improvement Project 225 

San Benito County Board of Supervisors, Page 1 of 2 
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San Benito County Board of Supervisors, Page 2 of 2 
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Response to the San Benito County Board of Supervisors 
1. Caltrans appreciates the comments submitted by the San Benito County Board of 

Supervisors. Comments are noted in regards to the priority of the project and 
objectives established by the San Benito County Board of Supervisors. 

2. Unfortunately, State Route 156 is surrounded by farmland, and any build 
alternative that would modify the existing highway or any new alignment would 
inevitably convert farmland. Farmland conversion was a consideration in 
determining which alternatives would warrant further consideration and which 
alternative would be withdrawn (See the final environmental document Chapter 1, 
Section 1.3.5). Alternatives to the north would lessen the farmland conversion, 
but would result in numerous residential and utility relocations. Caltrans was able 
to reduce the farmland conversion by narrowing the median of the new alignment 
east of Mission Vineyard Road from 62 feet to 46 feet and combining the offsite 
and onsite drainage system proposed for the project. These design changes have 
reduced the farmland conversion considerably from 206 acres to 145 acres for the 
preferred alternative, Alternative 6 as modified. 

3. The draft environmental document condensed the noise report conducted for the 
project. The noise report contained an analysis of current and future noise levels 
at representative receptors along the project alignment and analyzed each receptor 
for noise abatement. Noise abatement measures were recommended when they 
were determined to be reasonable and feasible according to Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol. How noise abatement is determined reasonable and/or feasible 
is discussed in Section 2.1.6, Noise, Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Abatement 
Measures Under the National Environmental Policy Act of the environmental 
document for the project.  

4. Construction of the project would take approximately 24 months, and the 
potential for an increase in air emissions due to construction activities exists. 
However, based on comments submitted by the Monterey Bay Unified Air 
Pollution Control District, Caltrans recalculated the emissions for PM10, on a 
daily basis for grading and the results were below the threshold of 82 pounds per 
day established by the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District. 
Please refer to the responses to the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control 
District in this document.  
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The project would relieve congestion, provide upgraded intersections, and reduce 
idling time, which benefits air quality overall. Based on the data available, 
including an increase in traffic volume, the project is not expected to worsen air 
quality or create any new violation of the state standards for ambient air quality.  

5. Caltrans completed a Findings of Effect, which was submitted to the State Office 
of Historic Preservation. In applying the Criteria of Adverse Effect (36 Code of 
Federal Regulations 800.5), Caltrans found that the project would have an effect 
on the Ferry-Morse Seed Company, but that the effect is not adverse. Caltrans 
also found that the project would have no effect on the remaining six historic 
properties. The State Office of Historic Preservation concurred with the Finding 
of No Adverse Effect for the project as a whole on March 24, 2008. A copy of the 
concurrence letter can be found in Appendix E of this document. 

6. During the design phase of the project, Caltrans will prepare a more detailed 
Hydraulic Analysis to size the new bridge and minimize potential floodplain 
impacts. With careful hydraulic engineering of the new roadway, the project is not 
expected to increase the base flood backwater elevation; however, the project 
would not modify the preconstruction hydrologic patterns. In other words, the 
project is not expected to worsen or make better the existing flooding conditions; 
therefore, any risk of flood damage to adjacent property would be expected to 
continue as in the past. No mitigation is proposed because the project is not 
expected to result in any impacts or changes to the existing conditions. Please 
refer to the responses to the San Benito County Water District in this document 
for more discussion on hydraulics and flooding. 

7. Caltrans appreciates the comments of support from the San Benito County Board 
of Supervisors. Since receiving your letter, the project has been fully funded and 
Caltrans looks forward to working with you.  
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San Benito County Water District, page 1 of 15 
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San Benito County Water District, page 2 of 15 
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San Benito County Water District, page 3 of 15 
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San Benito County Water District, page 4 of 15 

 

 

10 

11 

12 



 Appendix L  Comments and Responses 

San Benito Route 156 Improvement Project 233 

San Benito County Water District, page 5 of 15 
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San Benito County Water District, page 6 of 15 

 

 

15 

16 

17 

18 



 Appendix L  Comments and Responses 

San Benito Route 156 Improvement Project 235 

San Benito County Water District, page 7 of 15 
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San Benito County Water District, page 8 of 15 
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San Benito County Water District, page 9 of 15 
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San Benito County Water District, page 10 of 15 
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San Benito County Water District, page 11 of 15 
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San Benito County Water District, page 12 of 15 
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San Benito County Water District, page 13 of 15 
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San Benito County Water District, page 14 of 15 
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San Benito County Water District, page 15 of 15 
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Response to the San Benito County Water District 

1. Thank you. Caltrans welcomes your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Assessment. The primary concerns expressed are noted. 

2. During the design phase of the project, Caltrans will prepare a more detailed 
Hydraulic Analysis to size the new bridge and minimize potential floodplain 
impacts. Caltrans considered using two ditches to separate the onsite (highway) 
runoff from offsite (agricultural) runoff, but the current plans for the proposed 
project includes a single ditch, which will convey both onsite and offsite runoff. 

3. Changing the floodplain to the original conditions that existed before the year 
1962, when the San Juan Creek Bridge was built, has the potential to result in 
flooding downstream; therefore, plans to redesign the existing San Juan Creek 
Bridge are not included in the San Benito 156 Improvement Project. In addition, a 
larger bridge would impact the floodplain by decreasing the floodplain upstream 
and increasing the floodplain downstream, which would also result in flooding 
downstream. However, the existing San Juan Creek Bridge could be redesigned in 
the future if it is part of a flood management project that increases the channel 
capacity of the San Juan Creek to convey flow downstream of the existing bridge. 

4. Caltrans took the many comments provided on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Assessment into consideration, including the consideration 
for a joint flood management project. Most of the information regarding the 
existing drainage provided by the District was incorporated into the final 
environmental document where appropriate. Caltrans will prepare a more detailed 
Hydraulic Report/Analysis as the project design becomes more refined to size the 
new bridge structure over San Juan Creek but does not expect the project to 
correct pre-existing regional flooding problems. 

5. Regarding the determination that the project would not constitute a significant 
floodplain encroachment, based on the 2004 Location Hydraulic Study, Caltrans 
does not consider the proposed project to constitute a significant floodplain 
encroachment as defined in 23 Code of Federal Regulations, Section 650.105(q) 
because with careful hydraulic engineering, the proposed project would not 
increase the base flood backwater elevations. 
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6. In regards to the Summary Table, the final environmental document has been 
edited to state, “Does not change pre-existing flooding patterns,” and, “combines 
on-site and off-site drainage patterns.” Thank you for pointing out our oversight. 

7. In regards to the conflicting statements, please refer to Response #6 above for 
clarification. 

8. Preliminary hydraulic analysis requires at least one culvert at Mission Vineyard 
Road to convey drainage from one side of the highway to the other. During the 
design phase of the project, the more detailed hydraulic study may recommend 
other areas needing culverts; however, the project does not include plans to widen 
the existing bridge opening at San Juan Creek. Please refer to #3 above for 
additional information. 

9. The new collection system refers to constructing a new ditch and not necessarily a 
new way of storing runoff. Disposal of highway drainage would be accomplished 
by conveyance, percolation, and evaporation. Caltrans will treat onsite runoff with 
biofiltration strips. A biofiltration strip is one of the Caltrans Storm Water 
Management Plan’s approved Best Management Practices to treat storm water. 
The single ditch will combine the treated onsite runoff with offsite runoff. The 
ditch will be shallow (3 feet) and will have berms (mounds) to slowdown the flow 
rate and minimize infiltration. The ditch will not have the capacity to convey the 
100-year flow rate, but State Route 156 will be elevated above the 100-year flow 
elevation, and the ditch will have the capacity to convey low flows, such as the 10-
year storm, which would benefit properties adjacent to State Route 156. Although, 
there is no current plan to combine this project with a major flood management 
project, the proposed ditches could be enlarged and redesigned to accommodate a 
joint flood management project in the future. 

10. Historically, the project has focused on hydraulics as an important environmental 
impact and through the years several studies have been completed to address 
different issues, such as drainage, flooding, the roadway elevation, etc. In 
reviewing the studies on file, the 27-square-mile figure was used in a preliminary 
hydraulics report for the project in the year 2000. After consulting with the 
Caltrans Hydraulics Unit, the final environmental document has been edited to 
reflect the updated information with a reference. Thank you for bringing the 
oversight to our attention.  
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11-14.   Much of the information you provided in Comments 11 through 14 has been 
incorporated into the final environmental document. Thank you for the 
information. 

15. Your comment expresses a concern that the plans to elevate the new alignment 
may perpetuate ponding and put properties adjacent to the roadway at risk. The 
profile of the new alignment is not expected to be elevated throughout the entire 
project and the elevation is not expected to be any higher than 5 feet. Currently, 
only one culvert is planned for the Mission Vineyard Road area, but Caltrans does 
not expect the project to worsen the existing flooding conditions. The detailed 
Hydraulic Analysis prepared during the design phase of the project is expected to 
identify other areas along the project that may need culverts.  

16. The cross sections have been corrected to display the existing pipeline 
underground and to show the side ditches planned for the project.  
In regards to the offsite and onsite drainage, initially Caltrans considered using 
two separate ditches, one for offsite drainage (farmland) and one for onsite 
drainage (highway). However, with consideration to the public comments 
received on the amount for farmland that would be converted for the project, 
Caltrans decided to eliminate the offsite ditch and use only one ditch to store both 
runoffs. The decision to use only one ditch reduces farmland conversion and is 
expected to be sufficient for small flooding episodes.  

17. This comment appears to be similar to comment #30 in regards to the impact to 
farmland and Section 3.2.2, Significant Environmental Effects of the Proposed 
Project. Caltrans has combined its response to this comment with comment #30. 
Please refer to response #30. 

18. In regards to comments on Section 2.1.5 Utilities/Emergency Services, the water 
district’s title was corrected in the final environmental document and edited to 
include the location of the waterlines. We apologize for the oversight and thank 
your for the additional information. Although we did not add the comment 
regarding restoration of the existing system and providing suitable right-of-way 
for systems maintenance to the final environmental document, the comment has 
been noted. The final environmental document appears to sufficiently address 
necessary coordination with the affected utilities. 
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19. In regards to comments on the Visual/Aesthetics – Affected Environment, 
Impacts and Mitigation, your comment appears to suggest developing flood 
management facilities to prevent the roadway from overtopping in a the project 
storm instead of elevating the roadway for prevent flooding. Currently, there are 
no plans to combine this project with a major flood management project but the 
proposed ditches could be enlarged and redesigned to accommodate a joint flood 
management project in the future. The preferred alternative would not be elevated 
throughout the project limits; and only the areas prone to flooding would require 
an elevated profile. The elevated areas of the highway would not exceed five feet. 

20-22.  Much of the information you have provided in Comments 20 through 22 has been 
incorporated into the final environmental document. Thank you for the 
information. 

23. The final environmental document has been edited so it does not lead the reader to 
blame the farmer for all flooding in the area. Your comments have been noted. 

24. Your comments regarding the bridge opening have been noted. As stated 
previously, during the design phase a more detailed Hydraulic Study will be 
completed. The information you have provided will be taken into consideration in 
the design phase and is very helpful. 

No storm water storage basin is planned for this area at this time. 

25. As stated in the environmental document, Caltrans does not consider the proposed 
project to constitute a significant floodplain encroachment as defined in 23 Code 
of Federal Regulations, Section 650.105(q) because with careful hydraulic 
engineering, the proposed project would not increase the base flood backwater 
elevations. However, your comments are noted and will be taken into 
consideration in the design phase. 

26. Because Alternative 4A was not chosen as the preferred alternative; a response to 
the comment regarding the perpetuation of the preconstruction hydrologic 
patterns is felt unnecessary.  

Thank you for sharing that you are reviewing options for reducing flooding in the 
San Juan Basin north of State Route 156. Caltrans will note your intention for 
future reference and coordination. 
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27. In reference to your questions regarding how many cross culverts are planned for 
the project, please refer to response #8 above for additional information. 

28. The draft environmental document is a summary of technical studies and not in it 
itself a technical study, therefore, some technical details are not included. During 
the project development phase, plans are developed using the Caltrans Project 
Planning and Design Guide to ensure there would be no detrimental discharge 
into receiving waters. Once the sound wall placement is determined, Caltrans will 
prepare a more detailed Hydraulic Analysis and the details of the new drainage 
collection system for the project will be addressed. In regards to the description of 
the new drainage collection system for the project, the details are not (and at this 
stage, cannot be) finalized; however, Caltrans does not propose any retention 
basins and, in order to reduce farmland impacts, has decided to combine on-site 
and off-site runoff into one ditch. Your recommendations for information that 
needs to be included in the detailed analysis are noted and will be taken into 
consideration. Thank you for the input. 

29. The paved acreage for existing State Route 156 was included in Table 2.9 as you 
requested. The definitions of storm water quality volume and flow are included in 
the text of Section 2.2.2 Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff, in the Impacts 
section. How these quantities will be used to determine best management 
practices for storm water quality are also included. 

30. In regards to Section 3.2.2. Significant Environmental Effects of the Proposed 
Project, Farmland, your comment appears to suggest that lowering the profile of 
the new alignment and combining the separate independent storm water 
management facilities into one ditch can reduce farmland impacts. The preferred 
alternative has combined the on-site and off-site runoff into one ditch, which has 
helped reduce the footprint of the project. The project would not be elevated 
throughout the project limits and only the areas prone to flooding would require 
an elevated profile, which has helped in the reduction of the footprint and 
farmland impacts. 

Your comment also appears to suggest the use of storm water retention basins 
outside the existing project limits, which would require additional environmental 
studies to determine impacts. Caltrans has determined that the areas suggested for 
retention basins may carry a lower Natural Resources Conservation Resources 
Impact Rating, however the use of these areas also have a high potential for 
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impact to cultural resources due to the historical character of the San Juan Valley 
and the San Benito River. In addition, two Threatened and Endangered Species 
have been identified within the project limits and there is a potential to affect 
habitat for these species along the surrounding waterways.  

Caltrans has considered the suggested retention facilities and has determined that 
work outside the existing project limits may actually result in more substantial 
impacts to another environmental resource. The suggestion may help reduce the 
acreage of farmland converted but not to a less than significant level because 
except for one mile at the beginning of the project, the project area is surrounded 
by prime and unique farmland.  

31. Your comments are noted, and although, there is no current plan to combine this 
project with a major flood management project, the proposed ditches could be 
enlarged and redesigned to accommodate a joint flood management project in the 
future. 

32. In regards to Appendix A and Caltrans’ determination that the project would have 
no impact and that no mitigation is necessary, the determination will not be 
changed. Please refer to response #25. 

33. In regards to Appendix I Minimization and/or Mitigation Summary, no editing 
will be completed because no additional minimization measures are necessary. 

33 & 34. In regards to the 2004 Location Hydraulic Study Report, Caltrans will not modify 
the 2004 report. The data provided by the San Benito County Water District is 
appreciated and the comments provided will be taken into consideration during 
the design phase of the project.  

Caltrans hopes that the responses provided adequately address your concerns. 
Thank you again for your input. 
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Council of San Benito County Governments, page 1 of 2 
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Council of San Benito County Governments, page 2 of 2 
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Response to the Council of San Benito County Governments 

1. Caltrans appreciates the support expressed for the San Benito 156 Improvement 
Project. 

2. The goals of the Regional Transportation Plan related to the State highway system 
are noted. 

3. The commitment expressed by the Council of Governments to maintain the rural 
and historic character of San Benito County, and the goal of preserving 
agricultural land contained in Resolution 2006-38 and the Regional 
Transportation Plan are noted.  

4. The concerns presented regarding flooding and water issues have been forwarded 
to Caltrans’ Design and Hydraulics Engineering for consideration. During the 
design phase of the project, Caltrans will prepare a more detailed Hydraulic 
Analysis to size the new bridge at San Juan Creek and minimize potential 
floodplain impacts.  

5. Caltrans has taken all of the commitments and goals expressed by the Council of 
San Benito County Governments into consideration. 
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Response to San Juan Oaks Golf Club, Scott Fuller, General Manager 

1. Your comments of support for the route widening are appreciated. Your concern 
that State Route 156 will be burdened with an increase in truck traffic when this 
project is completed has been noted. With or without the project, traffic in general 
is expected to increase due to planned growth in the surrounding area. Caltrans 
has proposed comprehensive improvements to other major routes in the region, 
including State Routes 25 and 152 (See Chapter 1, Section 1.3.3, Comparison of 
Alternatives, Locally Preferred Alternative). With the completion of proposed 
improvements to the other major routes in the region, traffic would shift from 
State Route 156 to the other routes. Caltrans will continue to seek funding for 
these projects so that all traffic can be distributed.  

2. The concerns you expressed regarding the potential for the project’s proposed 
improvements to encroach on one or more of your property easements have been 
taken into consideration by Caltrans’ Design engineering, and efforts have been 
made to design the project so that it would not hinder the use of these easements. 
Caltrans appreciates your offer to provide copies of the easements. Thank you. 

3. Your preference for Alternative 6, which you believe best meets the objective of 
the project, has been noted. Alternative 6 was modified to eliminate the curve of 
frontage road to the north; thereby, maintaining the alignment of the existing State 
Route 156. The modified Alternative 6 proposes an intersection of Bixby Road 
and the new alignment of State Route 156 to the south. This change of design was 
made as a result of public comments received during the public hearings. Caltrans 
agrees that Alternative 6 meets the purpose and need for the project and 
adequately addresses the environmental impacts of the project. 

4. The preferred alternative is a modification of Alternative 6, which includes 
realigning San Juan Hollister Road west of Union Road. It would also move the 
intersection of San Juan Hollister Road and Union Road to south of the 
intersection of State Route 156 and Mitchell Road/Union Road to provide room 
for traffic to wait at the intersection’s traffic signal. On the west side of Union 
Road, a frontage road is proposed to provide easement access to the property 
parcels south of State Route 156. Both of these new roads would intersect with 
Union Road approximately 450 feet north of the San Juan Oak’s main driveway. 
Caltrans does not anticipate any impact from the construction of the new 
intersection to San Juan Oak’s main driveway. 
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5. The preferred alternative includes consolidated private driveways (access 
easements) for the adjacent property parcels on the south side of the expressway. 
The proposed intersection at Bixby Road would provide access opening to the 
expressway from the north frontage road and the south access easements, 
including the dirt road easement used by San Juan Oaks and farmers. The project 
includes access control, which means the number of access openings on the 
highway should be held to a minimum. (Private property access openings on 
freeways are not allowed.) Ordinarily, parcels that have access to another public 
road or street, as well as frontage on the expressway, are not allowed access to the 
expressway. 
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City of San Juan Bautista, page 1 of 6 
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City of San Juan Bautista, page 2 of 6 
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City of San Juan Bautista, page 3 of 6 
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City of San Juan Bautista, page 4 of 6 
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City of San Juan Bautista, page 5 of 6 
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City of San Juan Bautista, page 6 of 6 
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Response to the City of San Juan Bautista 

1. Thank you for your comments. Please keep in mind that the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report/Environmental Assessment is a summary of many technical studies 
over time, and while the draft environmental document does not necessarily 
discuss the historical character of the community and historic background of the 
San Juan Valley in detail, the various technical reports for Cultural Resources 
include this information.  

Your letter eloquently describes the rich historical heritage of San Juan Bautista, 
which is understood and appreciated by the Caltrans staff that conducted the 
technical studies for the San Benito 156 Improvement Project. In making its 
project assessments, Caltrans made appropriate distinctions between, and among, 
four separate entities: the San Juan Bautista Historic District, the City of San Juan 
Bautista, the San Juan Valley, and the project’s Area of Potential Effects. This is 
not to say that these areas are mutually exclusive, but neither are they 
synonymous.  

One of the first steps taken at the beginning of Caltrans cultural resource studies is 
to determine the location and nature of historic properties within a one-mile radius 
of a project study area. This process, along with in-depth research into local 
history, allows Caltrans to delineate or identify an Area of Potential Effects—in 
other words, the area within which historic properties may be directly or 
indirectly affected by the project. Caltrans believes that the City of San Juan 
Bautista’s Historic District is well buffered from both the direct and indirect 
effects of the proposed project, which is why this area was not included in the 
project’s Area of Potential Effects. Caltrans also recognizes that the City of San 
Juan Bautista regards the entire city, including the areas south of State Route 156, 
as important historical resources. Caltrans understands that important historical 
resources can and do occur outside the boundary of the designated Historic 
District, and throughout the San Juan Valley, which is why particular properties 
such as the Wilcox House, the Avilla House, the Breen Adobe, the former San 
Justo School, and the former Ferry-Morse Seed Company were included in the 
project’s Area of Potential Effects. The findings of the extensive archaeological 
and built-environment studies conducted by Caltrans were presented in the 
Historic Property Survey Report produced in connection with the proposed 
project. As a result of these studies, numerous design modifications have been 
made to avoid adverse impacts to the historical resources located along the State 
Route 156 corridor. 
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Caltrans has made a good faith effort to be informed about the needs and wishes 
of the residents of the City of San Juan Bautista, as expressed at a variety of 
public information meetings, in planning documents (such as the Historic San 
Juan Plan), and as codified in municipal ordinances concerning historic 
preservation and local values. The opinions most strongly expressed in these 
various formats include a desire to promote economic viability without 
compromising the rural, small-town atmosphere. Caltrans has been identified (and 
identifies itself) as a partner in securing the economic and environmental well 
being of the public and takes its responsibilities of stewardship very seriously. 

In proposing the San Benito 156 Improvement Project, Caltrans is not only 
attempting to preserve and protect the historic resources of the City and the San 
Juan Valley, but is also trying to maintain the economic health of northern San 
Benito County while meeting the needs of people traveling locally and regionally 
along the State Route 156 corridor. Caltrans is confident that it is doing what it 
can to secure the economic vitality of the City of San Juan Bautista, the San Juan 
Valley, and San Benito County.  

2. You are correct in pointing out that Figure 1-2 shows an incorrect “Begin Project” 
designation. The project does not begin west of The Alameda, and Figure 1-2 has 
been corrected. 

3. Based on comments received from the public, the final environmental document 
includes more discussion on noise impacts where appropriate.  

4. The “conflicting” graphic was addressed in Response #2 above. The last bullet 
has the correct boundaries for the project. 

5. The project requires raising segments of the highway, but the exact location of all 
of these segments cannot be determined until the final design phase of the project. 
However, based on preliminary designs, State Route 156 will not be raised within 
the city limits of San Juan Bautista; therefore, residents, students at the San Juan 
Elementary School, and the City’s tourism industry would not be affected by a 
raised profile. The majority of the raised profiles would be located toward the 
eastern portion of the new alignment, and were considered during environmental 
analysis; therefore, no adjustments are necessary. 
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6. In regards to the height of the raised profile (“up to five feet”), the height refers to 
the top of the roadway from the existing ground level. Based on preliminary 
designs, it appears the highway may only be raised between 3 and 4 feet.  

7. In regards to the labeling of San Juan Creek, the final environmental document 
design maps were revised and the creek is indicated. 

8. Your concern regarding pedestrian access is noted. Please know that the project 
makes no changes to the existing pedestrian access on State Route 156, but safety 
is a top priority with any Caltrans project. Currently, there are pedestrian 
crossings on The Alameda north and south of State Route 156, and on the west 
side of State Route 156. The existing pedestrian crossings are consistent with 
requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act and provide sidewalks with 
ramps for wheelchairs. According to Caltrans Maintenance and Operations, the 
existing design for the pedestrian crossing was put into place because the 
predominant destination for pedestrians coming from the residential area 
(southwest corner of the intersection) was the market (northwest corner of the 
intersection) and the school (northeast corner of the intersection). The pedestrian 
crossing is currently timed with the higher volume of southbound traffic. If the 
crosswalk were moved to the east side, the pedestrian crossing would be timed 
with the low volume of northbound traffic, which would increase delay time. 
Currently, pedestrians make one crossing to the market (State Route 156) and 
another to the school (The Alameda). Moving the pedestrian crosswalk to the east 
side of the intersection would require pedestrians from the southwest corner to 
cross The Alameda twice to get to the market. However, the number of street 
crossings to the elementary school would be the same no matter what side of State 
Route 156 the crosswalk is placed on. Therefore, moving the crosswalk does not 
appear to be beneficial and is not recommended. 

9. In regards to the noise impacts to the historical character of the City of San Juan 
Bautista, the 2002 Historic Property Survey Report completed for this project 
considered the potential impacts from noise, vibration, and visual changes to the 
community and individual historic structures. The project is not expected to have 
a substantial noise impact to the city because, as noted in several public 
responses, the source of the noise impact appears to be the elevated portion of 
State Route 156 west of The Alameda. On or about October 12, 2007, a meeting 
was held between representatives from the City of San Juan Bautista and 
Caltrans. Among the items discussed was the feasibility of a sound wall on the 
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State Route 156 Overcrossing bridge at Washington Street in San Juan Bautista. 
As a result of that meeting, Caltrans performed an initial assessment to find out 
whether the overcrossing could carry the load of a sound wall, and the study 
determined that structural modifications would be required. Caltrans 
recommended an engineering analysis (which could be quite costly) to determine 
the extent of the modifications, and suggested the Council of San Benito County 
Governments or the City of San Juan Bautista seek Transportation Enhancement 
funding for such a project.  

As stated in Response #5, the portion of State Route 156 within the city limits of 
San Juan Bautista would not be elevated; therefore, no substantial increase in 
noise is anticipated from this project. In regards to the concern expressed for the 
loss of view from the San Juan Bautista Mission plaza, site visits were made to 
the plaza to determine whether the project’s location and height would affect the 
view. No effects are expected.  

10. In regards to a new drainage infrastructure, please see responses to the San Benito 
County Water District of this document for discussion. Safety is a top priority 
with any Caltrans project, including public health; therefore, any drainage 
structure constructed would be maintained to avoid standing water that could 
become stagnant. 

11. In regard to the statements related to an inadequate downstream storm water 
conveyance infrastructure, the statement made that Caltrans does not claim 
responsibility for the existing drainage problems and that the project would 
maintain status quo is correct. The San Benito County Water District expresses 
the same concern for hydrology and floodplain impacts. Caltrans does not expect 
the project to worsen the existing flooding conditions but it does not expect the 
project to correct the existing flooding conditions, either.  

12. The final environmental document has been edited to include information 
provided by the San Benito County Water District in regards to the existing 
drainage of the area. There is no current plan to combine this project with a joint 
flood management project; however, Caltrans has not ruled out this proposal for 
the future. 

13. Comments regarding the inadequate drainage at The Alameda and State Route 
156 have been forwarded to Caltrans Maintenance Division to assess the problem 
because the issue is outside the scope of this project. Based on the outcome of the 
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assessment, Caltrans may address the drainage problem with additional 
maintenance or propose a separate project.  

14. The project requires the construction of a new bridge over San Juan Creek, which 
is under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Fish and Game. Any 
streambed alterations require formal consultation and a permit from that agency. 
During the design phase of the project, Caltrans will prepare a more detailed 
Hydraulic Analysis to size the new bridge and minimize potential floodplain 
impacts; however, changing the floodplain to the original conditions that existed 
before the year 1962, when the San Juan Creek Bridge was built, has the potential 
to result in flooding downstream; therefore, Caltrans does not plan to redesign the 
existing San Juan Creek Bridge (see responses to the San Benito County Water 
District for further discussion). 

15. The January 2005 Initial Site Assessment completed for this project included 
agricultural pesticide applications, and a review of practices and spill information 
available through Environmental Data Resources, Inc., a database information 
system for toxic chemical spills and accidents. Pesticides and herbicides applied 
to cropland have a short half-life and do not pose a risk unless spilled in large 
quantities. No agri-chemical spill or accidents were reported for the project study 
area. Typically, Caltrans does not test for DDT because up until the 1970s it was 
used legally. However, in response to your concern, the shelf life of this poison is 
anywhere between 2 and 15 years depending on its dilution at the time of 
application; therefore, it would be anticipated that the substance is at less than 25 
percent of its potency. Disturbing the soil will not release any toxins into the air. 

16. The project is not expected to have a substantial noise impact on the city because, 
as noted in several public comments, the source of the noise impact cited is the 
elevated portion of State Route 156 west of The Alameda, which is outside the 
scope of this project. The concerns expressed for the existing noise environment 
in the City as a result of the traffic noise on State Route 156 west of The Alameda 
have been forwarded to the Branch Chief of the Central California Environmental 
Engineering Branch for evaluation. Chapter 3 of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Assessment addresses potential noise impacts from the 
project and provides an explanation of significance under the California 
Environmental Quality Act. Based on the data gathered from the noise study 
completed for the project, it was determined that there would be no significant 
noise impact from the project under the California Environmental Quality Act 
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(see Chapter 3, California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment for further discussion).  

17. The 2002 Historic Property Survey Report completed for this project considered 
the potential impacts from noise and vibration to the historic structures identified 
within the project limits, including the Breen Adobe. It was determined that the 
project would have no effect on six of the seven identified eligible historic 
structures within the project limits, including the Breen Adobe, and no adverse 
effect to the seventh identified historic structure, the Ferry-Morse Seed Company. 
Concurrence was received from the State Office of Historic Preservation on this 
determination on March 28, 2008.  

In addition, the 2002 Noise Study, and 2007 update, determined that the existing 
noise level at the Breen Adobe was 3 decibels over the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol noise abatement criteria of 67 decibels. Without the project, by 
the year 2030, the noise level was predicted to increase to 73 decibels due to an 
increase in traffic volume and congestion. However, with the project, the noise 
level would remain the same at 70 decibels, since by increasing the capacity of 
the roadway, traffic would not be congested. Sound abatement was modeled and 
determined unfeasible for this receptor. The predicted noise level could be 
reduced to 67 decibels, but abatement is only considered feasible if the noise 
levels can be reduced by at least 5 decibels or more.  

In regards to the San Juan Elementary School and the reported vibration in the 
classrooms, the 2002 noise study, and 2007 update, determined that the project 
would increase the noise level by 3 decibels, which is considered barely 
perceptible to the human ear. The Noise Study determined that the noise level 
would approach 67 decibels with the project and abatement should be considered. 
However, discussions between Caltrans and officials from the San Juan 
Elementary School revealed that the school does not want barriers constructed 
along the existing State Route 156. 

18. The recommended mitigations have been forwarded to the Traffic Operations for 
consideration; however, numbers 1 and 3 are outside the scope of this project.  

19. In regards to DDT and the biological environment, please see response #14 on the 
previous page. 
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20. Caltrans welcomes your comments and cooperation. The Final Environmental 
Impact Report/Environmental Assessment with Finding of No Significant Impact 
includes clarification of some of the concerns expressed; however, there are no 
public meetings planned. 
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Section 3.0 Individuals  

E-Mail received from Tarasa “Penny” Bettencourt  
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Response to Ms. Bettencourt  

Thank you for your interest in the San Benito 156 Improvement Project. All 
comments are greatly appreciated, and we would like to assure you that we are taking 
all submitted comments into consideration.  

1. We appreciate hearing your favorable comments for this project. Although 
safety is a top priority for Caltrans, we also respect the needs of the people 
who live and work along State Route 156, as well as those who have to 
commute or use the highway for regional transportation. We think we have 
settled on a good balance in choosing the preferred alternative, Alternative 6 
as modified.  

Caltrans hopes that the responses provided adequately address your concerns. Thank 
you again for your input. 
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E-mail received from Mark Dickson 
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Response to Mr. Dickson 

Thank you for your interest in the San Benito 156 Improvement Project. All 
comments are greatly appreciated, and we would like to assure you that we are taking 
all submitted comments into consideration.  

1. In regards to your suggestion of an overcrossing at Mitchell Road/Union Road 
and State Route 156, according to the 2006 Traffic Analysis Report, the two-lane 
conventional highway is currently operating at a Level of Service E, which means 
drivers are spending most of their time following a vehicle at a speed about 10 
miles per hours slower than the posted speed limit of 55 miles per hour. Without 
the proposed project, by the year 2014 traffic is expected to be congested, and by 
the year 2034, the road would operate at a Level of Service F, in a congested 
condition with considerable delays. Therefore, an overcrossing would not 
alleviate congestion. 

2. In regards to the proposed project on State Route 25, your comments were 
forwarded to the Associate Environmental Planner, Central Region’s Sierra 
Pacific Environmental Analysis Branch, for consideration.  

Caltrans hopes that the responses provided adequately address your concerns. Thank 
you again for your input. 
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E-mail received from Tod duBois, page 1 of 1 
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Response to Mr. DuBois  

Thank you for your interest in the San Benito 156 Improvement Project. All 
comments are greatly appreciated, and we would like to assure you that we are taking 
all submitted comments into consideration.  

1. Unfortunately, truck traffic is expected to increase with or without the project, and 
with the increase in the numbers of vehicles, including trucks, noise would be 
expected to increase, also. The noise study completed by Caltrans determined that 
of the 27 receptors tested along State Route 156, 19 of them already experience a 
noise level approaching or exceeding the noise abatement criteria of 67 decibels. 
Without the project, these residents would experience an increase in noise by at 
least 3 decibels. With the construction of the project, however, because traffic 
would be moved away from the majority of these receptors, the noise level would 
actually decrease.  

The Federal Highway Administration approved Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis 
Protocol (“Protocol”) as California’s Official Noise Policy on August 16, 2006. 
The Protocol was developed in accordance with accepted federal and state noise 
policy (See “Appendix D” to “Protocol.”) According to Caltrans Traffic Noise 
analysis Protocol (August 2006), a substantial increase in noise levels occurs 
when project design-year noise levels (20 years after the completion of a project) 
increase by 12-decibels on the A-weighted scale (dBA) over existing noise levels. 
Because the project is on the state highway, the 12-dBA (Leq) increase is used as 
Caltrans significance criteria under CEQA. The Leq descriptor represents the 
steady-state equivalent noise level.) Since no sensitive receptor on the project will 
experience an increase of more than 5-dBA Leq, the project will cause no 
significant noise impact under CEQA. 

2. Others citizens have expressed concerns regarding noise in the areas west of The 
Alameda and unfortunately, these issues are outside the scope of the San Benito 
156 Improvement Project. However, the concerns expressed have been forwarded 
to the Central Region Environmental Engineering Branch Chief for consideration. 

3. Thank you for sharing the acoustical analysis on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Assessment from Edward L Pack and Associates, which 
follows this section.  
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Caltrans hopes that the responses provided adequately address your concerns. Thank 
you again for your input. 
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DuBois Attachments:  
Edward L. Pack and Associates, Inc., page 1 of 5 
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Edward L. Pack and Associates, Inc., page 2 of 5 
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Edward L. Pack and Associates, Inc., page 3 of 5 
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Edward L. Pack and Associates, Inc., page 4 of 5 
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Edward L. Pack and Associates, Inc., page 5 of 5 
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Response to Mr. Pack 

Thank you for your interest in the San Benito 156 Improvement Project. Your 
comments are appreciated and will be taken into consideration. It is unfortunate that 
the technical noise study completed for the project was unavailable for your review 
before submitting your comments. It is Caltrans practice to make the study available 
upon request, and when the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 
Assessment was circulated for public review in August 2007, Caltrans provided 
copies of the technical studies to the San Benito County Public Libraries in Hollister 
and San Juan Bautista for public review. Copies of these documents should be 
catalogued along with the draft environmental document at these facilities. 

The draft environmental document summarizes the systematic examination of the 
likely impacts of the proposed project on the environment and ordinarily does not 
provide all the technical information. However, in response to the inquiries proposed 
in the analysis, with assistance from the Caltrans noise specialist, an attempt to clarify 
the technical information follows. 

1. In regards to the volumes of Annual Average Daily Traffic, sections of the final 
environmental document (Sections 1.2.2.1 and 2.1.6) have been updated to reflect 
the 2006 Annual Average Daily Traffic, the traffic volume anticipated by the 
construction year (2014) and the traffic volume anticipated for the design year 
(2034). The noise study, however, was completed in July 2007 using 2005 traffic 
volumes, which was the most recent data available at the time the technical report 
was being written. The noise analysis used traffic volumes with a 2005 existing 
year and 2030 design year.  

According to the 2005 Annual Average Daily Truck Traffic on the California State 
Highway System, 14.3 percent of the vehicles in the AADT are trucks. Average 
annual daily vehicle percents are as follows: autos 85.8 percent, medium trucks 4.5 
percent, and heavy-duty trucks 9.7 percent. 

Caltrans Traffic Analysis Branch reports that the peak hour traffic that normally 
occurs twice daily (in the morning and afternoon) consists of a slightly lesser 
volume of truck traffic than the average daily traffic. The Traffic Analysis Branch 
only considers vehicles with three axles and larger as "trucks" in their traffic 
analyses, while the Noise Analysis Branch includes medium duty trucks,  (those 
having two axles with dual rear tires) in their noise analyses. As stated above, 
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heavy-duty trucks (3+ axles) make-up about 9.7 percent of the average annual 
daily traffic (AADT). 

Your calculations are correct that an approximately 30-percent increase in volumes 
represents about a 1 A-weighted decibel (dBA) increase in noise levels. However, 
with the proposed realignment, traffic will be moved differing distances away from 
existing receptors, thus resulting in some receptors having lower predicted values 
in the 2030 build condition than in the (2030) no-build condition. Three 
alternatives were originally proposed for the project. The project noise study used 
the alternative with the highest volumes (Alternative 6) for future noise 
calculations. By doing this, the noise study analyzed, and recommended abatement 
for the highest expected noise levels that the project might produce. Alternative 6 
(modified) is now the preferred alternative. 

2. In regards to Caltrans use of peak hour Leq(h) (the equivalent sound level) 
criterion of 67 decibels, Caltrans noise reports are required to follow the latest 
version of the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, 2006. The required noise 
descriptor is the peak hour Leq(h), which represents the steady state equivalent of 
the time varying noise level over the period of measurement. Ldn (day-night level) 
and Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) are noise descriptors that assess a 
penalty for noise levels that occur at night. By using the peak-hour traffic noise 
hour volumes (the noisiest traffic period where traffic volumes are below the 
highway’s capacity), noise abatement is designed to handle the highest noise levels 
that would occur within the project limits. 

3. In regards to the 12-decibel increase as the threshold of significance adopted by 
Caltrans for purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act, it is true that 
other jurisdictions use a lower increase for their significance criteria. The term 
“significant” is specific to the California Environmental Quality Act and it does 
not solely determine whether noise abatement is required. The noise study 
completed for this project determined the decibel increase would not exceed 5 
decibels. Further discussion can be found in Section 3.2 Discussion of Significant 
Impacts. 

4. The noise section of the environmental document is necessarily brief and is not 
intended to be a technical document; however, you make a very good point and the 
final environmental document has been edited to include the explanations. 
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5. Caltrans objective in the noise study is to minimize impacts on receptors within 
about 300 feet of roadway, where the most severe noise impacts occur, and where 
sound walls would be effective. Sound walls are the main method that Caltrans 
has to minimize traffic noise impacts.  

6. The noise prediction program that was used for the technical study was approved 
for use at the time that the predictions were done. On all new projects since 2006, 
Caltrans noise specialists have been required to use the Federal Highway 
Administration’s Traffic Noise Model. The current version of that program is 2.5. 
Onsite noise measurements were taken and used to calibrate the noise model. 
Noise abatement is based on peak-hour traffic noise impacts in the future year and 
their increase over existing (peak-hour) noise levels. Future year traffic noise 
levels can only be modeled. Because of the uncertainty of ascertaining and 
measuring noise levels in the peak hour, 2006 peak-hour impacts were also 
modeled.  

7. We have attempted to make the explanation, as you suggested, as part of the final 
environmental document. Please see response #4 above. 

Caltrans hopes that the responses provided adequately address your concerns. Thank 
you again for your input. 
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E-mail received from Richard Edge, page 1 of 1 
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Response to Mr. Edge 

Thank you for your interest in the San Benito 156 Improvement Project. All 
comments are greatly appreciated, and we are taking all submitted comments into 
consideration. Caltrans hopes the responses adequately address your concerns.   

1. In regards to the inquiry as to why there was no involvement by the Regional Air 
Quality Control Board, the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District is 
the agency with jurisdictional control of the basin’s air quality, which was 
classified as “in attainment/unclassified” for all federal air quality standards. If the 
project is located in an attainment/unclassified area for all current federal air 
quality standards, conformity requirements do not apply. However, concerns 
expressed for diesel trucks idling near the San Juan Elementary School resulted in 
a meeting between Caltrans and a representative for the Monterey Bay Unified 
Air Pollution Control District in November 2007. Please refer to response #3 to 
the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution District, in this document for additional 
information.  

2. In regards to traffic noise in San Juan Bautista, the project in itself is not expected 
to have a substantial noise impact to the city and where there is an expected 
increase in noise, abatement has been proposed. Based on the planned 
development in the surrounding areas, traffic would increase with or without the 
project and the area you appear concerned with is outside the scope of this 
project.  

3. In regards to a new east-west corridor, please refer to Chapter 1, Section 1.3.3, 
Comparison of Alternatives, Locally Preferred Alternative where additional 
information has been included on the 3-in-1, east-west corridor proposal and 
similar proposals for highway improvements that would avoid the San Juan 
Valley. Caltrans is investigating other proposals, but at this time, the San Benito 
156 Improvement Project has been approved and funded by the Council of San 
Benito County Governments through its construction. A System Analysis Study, 
which focuses on State Routes 101, 152, and 156, is being completed to 
investigate potential investments in the roadway system designed to improve east-
west travel through the region. Preliminary studies show that commuters heavily 
travel State Route 156 from Hollister traveling east and west, while State Route 
25 offers a more northern route. Proposed improvements to State Route 25 would 
eventually shift traffic from State Route 156 to other routes, but in the meantime, 
the concerns for this segment on State Route 156 cannot be ignored.  
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E-mail received from Lou Fiori, page 1 of 1 
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Response to Mr. Fiori 

Thank you for your interest in the San Benito 156 Improvement Project. All 
comments are greatly appreciated, and Caltrans hopes that the following responses 
adequately address your concerns.  

1. In regards to a new east-west corridor, please refer to Chapter 1, Section 1.3.3, 
Comparison of Alternatives, Locally Preferred Alternative where additional 
information has been included on the 3-in-1, east-west corridor proposal and 
similar proposals for highway improvements that would avoid the San Juan 
Valley. Caltrans is investigating other proposals, but at this time, the San Benito 
156 Improvement Project has been approved and funded by the Council of San 
Benito County Governments through its construction. A System Analysis Study, 
which focuses on State Routes 101, 152, and 156, is being completed to 
investigate potential investments in the roadway system designed to improve east-
west travel through the region. Preliminary studies show that commuters heavily 
travel State Route 156 from Hollister traveling east and west, while State Route 
25 offers a more northern route. Proposed improvements to State Route 25 would 
eventually shift traffic from State Route 156 to other routes, but in the meantime, 
the concerns for this segment on State Route 156 cannot be ignored. 

2. Safety is a priority for Caltrans and your concern for the safety of the school 
buses has been noted. Caltrans has not received any written comment from any of 
the school districts in the area about the project. The San Benito 156 Improvement 
Project does not include plans to make any changes to The Alameda intersection. 
However, in October 2007, Caltrans met with representatives from the City of San 
Juan Bautista and the Council of San Benito County Governments to discuss 
several concerns. These included reducing noise generated from trucks using their 
jake-brakes, eliminating truck parking, changing speed limits, and addressing 
noise complaints in the vicinity of the Washington Street Overcrossing, and The 
Alameda intersection, which are all outside the scope of the San Benito 156 
Improvement Project. 

The discussion in regards to The Alameda intersection included the City’s long-
term plan for developing the area south of State Route 156 along The Alameda 
and the desire for long-term options to improve the entrance to the City and 
improve overall connectivity across State Route 156. Funding, of course, for any 
project is an issue and Caltrans encouraged the City and County to seek funding 
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through a Transportation Planning grant to explore their ideas further in 
connection with their Specific Plan development.  

Caltrans has made a good faith effort to be informed about the needs and wishes 
of the residents of the City of San Juan Bautista. Caltrans recognizes the 
importance of the City’s tourism industry and the City’s need to maintain its 
historical character. In proposing the San Benito 156 Improvement Project 
Caltrans is not only attempting to preserve and protect the historic resources of 
the City and the San Juan Valley but is trying to maintain the economic health of 
northern San Benito County while meeting the needs of people traveling locally 
and regionally along the State Route 156 corridor. 

3. In regards to air pollution from truck and backed up traffic at The Alameda, 
please refer to responses to the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control 
District. In regards to the long-range effects from air pollution due to backed up 
traffic, the project is expected to relieve congestion and improve the level of 
service; therefore, there should be less back up and less idling time.  
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Comments from Wanda Guibert and attachments (7 pages), 
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Comments from Wanda Guibert, page 2 of 4 
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Comments from Wanda Guibert, page 3 of 4 
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Comments from Wanda Guibert, page 4 of 4 
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Attachments from Wanda Guibert, page 1 of 7 
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Attachments from Wanda Guibert, page 2 of 7 
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Attachments from Wanda Guibert, page 3 of 7 
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Attachments from Wanda Guibert, page 4 of 7 
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Attachments from Wanda Guibert, page 5 of 7 
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Attachments from Wanda Guibert, page 6 of 7 
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Attachments from Wanda Guibert, page 7 of 7 
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Response to Ms. Guibert 

Thank you for your interest in the San Benito 156 Improvement Project. Your 
comments are appreciated and will be taken into consideration. Caltrans hopes that 
the following responses adequately address your concerns.  

1. In regards to the comment expressed that the project would separate the City of 
San Juan Bautista in two, the existing State Route 156 already separates the City 
between The Alameda and Mission Vineyard Road and approximately one mile 
of the city limits runs from The Alameda to Mission Vineyard Road. The existing 
highway already has six lanes on the east side of The Alameda: eastbound has two 
lanes and westbound has four lanes (two through lanes, one left-turn, and one 
right-turn lane). Although the project would widen this segment of the existing 
roadway, no additional right-of-way is needed within approximately the first mile 
of the project and the project would not elevate the roadway within the city limits.  

In regards to the conversion of farmland, any widening of State Route 156 cannot 
avoid converting farmland, but Caltrans has reduced the amount of farmland 
needed by narrowing the medians; thereby, reducing the farmland that would be 
acquired to 145 acres, of which only 47 acres would be paved. Caltrans does not 
want to compromise the beauty and rural setting of the San Juan Valley, and 
anticipates an improved roadway will enhance travel time for tourists, and make 
the historic city a preferred destination, as well as provide a safer route for 
farmers, locals, and interregional traffic to use.  

2. In regards to diesel exhaust from truck traffic, Caltrans met with a representative 
from the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District in regards to the 
potential adverse impacts to the San Juan Elementary School and the surrounding 
areas of The Alameda and State Route 156. It was determined that the project is 
not moving traffic any closer to any of these facilities; therefore, potential diesel 
effects to these facilities would not change with the construction of the project. In 
regards to the elevated profile of the highway and its impact on the same area 
mentioned above, the highway would not be elevated between The Alameda and 
Mission Vineyard Road. 

3. In regards to the comment regarding the quality of life not changing, Caltrans was 
referring to the fact that the City already has a four-lane expressway through the 
City limits and that the traffic volumes, with or without the project, would not 
change. However, by providing an improved roadway with opportunities to 
decrease the conflict between slower- and faster-moving traffic, the residents of 
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the City should experience a better roadway with safer access. By removing the 
congestion the area is experiencing, the diesel emissions from following slower-
moving traffic and idling are expected to decrease. 

4. In regards to minimizing disturbance of the scenic landscape, Caltrans proposes to 
work cooperatively with the local community planning guidelines and incorporate 
mitigation measures into the final project design. The City has shared its long-
term plan for developing the area south of State Route 156 along The Alameda 
intersection and the desire for long-term options to improve the entrance to the 
City and improve overall connectivity across State Route 156. Funding, of course, 
for any project is an issue and Caltrans encouraged the City and County to seek 
funding through a Transportation Planning grant to explore their ideas further in 
connection with their Specific Plan development. 

5. In regards to alternative east-west routes, Caltrans has proposed comprehensive 
improvements to other major routes in the region, including State Routes 25 and 
152. Please refer to Chapter 1, Section 1.3.3, Comparison of Alternatives, Locally 
Preferred Alternative, and response # 5 to Ms. Prader in this document.  
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6. Comments Received from Colleen Johnson, page 1 of 1 
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Response to Ms. Johnson 

Thank you for your interest in the San Benito 156 Improvement Project. All 
comments are greatly appreciated, and we are taking all submitted comments into 
consideration. 

1. In regards to a new east-west corridor, please refer to Chapter 1, Section 1.3.3, 
Comparison of Alternatives, Locally Preferred Alternative where additional 
information has been included on the 3-in-1, east-west corridor proposal and 
similar proposals for highway improvements that would avoid the San Juan 
Valley. Caltrans is investigating other proposals, but at this time, the San Benito 
156 Improvement Project has been approved and funded by the Council of San 
Benito County Governments through its construction. A System Analysis Study, 
which focuses on State Routes 101, 152, and 156, is being completed to 
investigate potential investments in the roadway system designed to improve east-
west travel through the region. Preliminary studies show that commuters heavily 
travel State Route 156 from Hollister traveling east and west, while State Route 
25 offers a more northern route. Proposed improvements to State Route 25 would 
eventually shift traffic from State Route 156 to other routes, but in the meantime, 
the concerns for this segment on State Route 156 cannot be ignored.  

Caltrans has made a good faith effort to be informed about the needs and wishes 
of the residents of the City of San Juan Bautista. Caltrans recognizes the 
importance of the City’s tourism industry and the City’s need to maintain its 
historical character. In proposing the San Benito 156 Improvement Project 
Caltrans is not only attempting to preserve and protect the historic resources of 
the City and the San Juan Valley but is trying to maintain the economic health of 
northern San Benito County while meeting the needs of people traveling locally 
and regionally along the State Route 156 corridor. 

2. In regards to a proposed truck route, the route is not a proposed truck route but 
improvement to an existing state route, which is designated part of a truck route 
system that allows certain types of trucks to use it. In regards to the impact to the 
character of the area, please refer to responses to the City of San Juan Bautista. 

Caltrans hopes that the responses provided adequately address your concerns. Thank 
you again for your input. 
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E-mail received from Arturo Medina, page 1 of 2 
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E-mail received from Arturo Medina, page 2 of 2 
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Response to Mr. Medina 

Thank you for your interest in the San Benito 156 Improvement Project. Your 
comments are appreciated and will be taken into consideration. 

1. In regards to diesel exhaust from truck traffic, Caltrans met with a representative 
from the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District in regards to the 
potential adverse impacts to the San Juan Elementary School and the surrounding 
areas of The Alameda and State Route 156. It was determined that the project is 
not moving traffic any closer to any of these facilities; therefore, potential diesel 
effects to these facilities would not change with the construction of the project.  

2. In regards to traffic noise in San Juan Bautista, the project in itself is not expected 
to have a substantial noise impact to the city and where there is an expected 
increase in noise, abatement has been proposed. Based on the planned 
development in the surrounding areas, traffic would increase with or without the 
project and the area you appear concerned with is outside the scope of this 
project.  

3. Safety is a priority for Caltrans and all efforts are made to maintain the safety of 
State Route 156 for all users. Currently, the segment of State Route 156 between 
The Alameda and Business Route 156 has an average accident rate less than the 
state average for similar highways. However, the types of accidents occurring 
within this segment of the roadway (rear-end collisions) indicate speed 
differences or a conflict between fast and slower-moving traffic. By providing 
four lanes, safety would be improved because the additional lanes provide an 
opportunity for faster-moving traffic to pass slower-moving traffic. Also, the 
frontage road (existing State Route 156) will provide a safer route for school 
buses, bicycle and pedestrian traffic, and farm equipment to use. 

4. In regards to a new east-west corridor, please refer to Chapter 1, Section 1.3.3, 
Comparison of Alternatives, Locally Preferred Alternative where additional 
information has been included on the 3-in-1, east-west corridor proposal and 
similar proposals for highway improvements that would avoid the San Juan 
Valley. Caltrans is investigating other proposals, but at this time, the San Benito 
156 Improvement Project has been approved and funded by the Council of San 
Benito County Governments through its construction. A System Analysis Study, 
which focuses on State Routes 101, 152, and 156, is being completed to 
investigate potential investments in the roadway system designed to improve east-
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west travel through the region. Preliminary studies show that commuters heavily 
travel State Route 156 from Hollister traveling east and west, while State Route 
25 offers a more northern route. Proposed improvements to State Route 25 would 
eventually shift traffic from State Route 156 to other routes, but in the meantime, 
the concerns for this segment on State Route 156 cannot be ignored. 

Caltrans hopes that the responses provided adequately address your concerns. Thank 
you again for your input. 
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E-mail and Comments Received from Sheila Prader, page 1 of 1 
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Comments Received from Sheila Prader, page 1 of 4 
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Comments Received from Sheila Prader, page 2 of 4 
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Comments Received from Sheila Prader, page 3 of 4 
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Comments Received from Sheila Prader, page 4 of 4 
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Response to Ms. Prader 

Thank you for your interest in the San Benito 156 Improvement Project. All 
comments are greatly appreciated, and we are taking all submitted comments into 
consideration. 

1. In regards to the traffic volume figures on page 5 of the draft environmental 
document, you are correct. The final environmental document was modified to 
include updated figures for the predicted volumes of Average Daily Traffic. The 
predicted volume for the construction year (2014) and the design year (2034) are 
expected to exceed the maximum level of 20,000 vehicles per day. 

2. In regards to Level of Service E and the 35-mile-per-hour figures, the Level of 
Service table provided in the draft environmental document on page 7 is a tool to 
show readers the different levels of congestion for any two-lane highway and does 
not reflect any actual measurements taken on the existing State Route 156. You 
are correct in regards to the Level of Service figures provided in Table 2.6 of the 
draft environmental document. The final environmental document has been 
modified to reflect the correct predicted Levels of Service for the preferred 
alternative. 

3. In regards to the number of hours of peak traffic measured for the analysis, 
approximately 45 hours of traffic was measured over a period of three days. Three 
hours worth of morning and evening peak-hour traffic and speed data was 
collected for the peak-hour analysis. 

4. Safety is a priority for Caltrans and the accidents rate for this segment of State 
Route 156 is only one of the concerns for safety expressed in the draft 
environmental document. It is true that the accident rate along this segment of 
State Route 156 is below the average for similar highways. However, the overall 
accident rate for this segment of State Route 156 is only .10 percent (1/10th) 
below the state average. In regards to the type of accidents reported, it appears 
there is a conflict between faster- and slower-moving traffic, and the area is 
fortunate that more accidents have not occurred. When all safety concerns are 
considered for this segment of State Route 156, including the compound curve, 
the gap between two four-lane expressways, congestion, and accidents rates, the 
need to improve safety is apparent. 
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5. In regards to the 3-in-1, east-west corridor proposal and similar proposals for 
highway improvements that would avoid the San Juan Valley, Caltrans is 
investigating other proposals, but at this time, the San Benito 156 Improvement 
Project has been approved and funded by the Council of San Benito County 
Governments through its construction. A System Analysis Study, which focuses 
on State Routes 101, 152, and 156, is being completed to investigate potential 
investments in the roadway system designed to improve east-west travel through 
the region. Preliminary studies show that commuters heavily travel State Route 
156 from Hollister traveling east and west, while State Route 25 offers a more 
northern route. Proposed improvements to State Route 25 would eventually shift 
traffic from State Route 156 to other routes, but in the meantime, the concerns for 
this segment on State Route 156 cannot be ignored. The final environmental 
document has been modified to include discussion of the east-west corridor 
proposals. Please refer to Section 1.3.3 Comparison of Alternatives, Locally 
Preferred Alternative in this document. 

6. In regards to visual impacts, you cited several references, which Caltrans has 
taken into consideration and attempted to incorporate into the mitigation, such as 
maintaining the mature trees and landscaping that would promote a screening 
effect. The design of the project has been modified to minimize the median, while 
maintaining safety, which reduces farmland conversion and attempts to retain the 
open space of the valley. In addition, within the city limits of San Juan Bautista, 
the project would not require additional right-of-way and would not be elevated. 

7. In regards to sound walls and fencing, right-of-way fencing is required for safety 
reasons and Caltrans will try to incorporate fencing that will complement the 
existing view as much as possible. The purpose of the sound wall is to address 
noise impacts to the Mission Farm RV Park and is not associated with the 
redwood trees. The proposed sound wall is to abate noise, and the Project 
Manager and residents of the properties needing abatement determine its 
construction. Caltrans has narrowed the median width between The Alameda and 
Mission Vineyard to avoid having to remove the redwood trees, which is are cited 
by the San Juan Bautista’s General Plan, Community Design Element as a visual 
benefit. 

8. In regards to farmland, the final environmental document was modified to reflect 
the new figures for farmland conversion, which is lower than originally reported 
in the draft environmental document. In addition, the 3-in-1 Alternative 
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potentially results in the conversion of prime farmland that most likely would 
exceed the acreage needed for any of the build alternatives proposed for this 
segment of State Route 156, because the 3-in-1 would be built on new alignment 
and would be longer. 

9. In regards to archaeological sites, please keep in mind that Caltrans keeps all 
archaeological studies confidential due to the sensitive nature of the resources and 
the draft environmental document reflects a summary of these studies. Caltrans 
archaeologists and archaeological consultants completed extensive archaeological 
records research and field surveys for the project according to procedures 
established by state and federal statutes. The studies resulted in no new resources 
being discovered within the project area. No subsurface surveys are conducted 
unless warranted because unnecessary excavation can be damaging to the 
resource. In regards to the proposed avoidance and minimization measures, these 
measure are standard for Caltrans. Archaeological monitors are used in sensitive 
areas to ensure that if any late discoveries are uncovered, all work will stop 
immediately to avoid any harm to the resource. If resources are uncovered, only a 
qualified archaeologist (according to Secretary of Interior standards) can 
determine the significance of the resource before any further construction in the 
area of the resource can occur. If the resource is determined significant, further 
studies will be done in conformity with our Section 106 Programmatic 
Agreement. 

10. Caltrans has made a good faith effort to be informed about the needs and wishes 
of the residents of the City of San Juan Bautista. Caltrans recognizes the 
importance of the City’s tourism industry and the City’s need to maintain its 
historical character. In proposing the San Benito 156 Improvement Project 
Caltrans is not only attempting to preserve and protect the historic resources of 
the City and the San Juan Valley but is trying to maintain the economic health of 
northern San Benito County while meeting the needs of people traveling locally 
and regionally along the State Route 156 corridor. 

11. Your alternative preferences are noted. Thank you. 

Caltrans hopes that the responses provided adequately address your concerns. Thank 
you again for your input. 
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Comments Received from Stephen Rosati, page 1 of 2 
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Comments Received from Stephen Rosati, page 2 of 2 
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Response to Mr. Rosati 

Thank you for your interest in the San Benito 156 Improvement Project. All 
comments are greatly appreciated. 

1. In regards to your observation for the safer alternatives, you are correct. By 
providing frontage roads, Alternatives 2 and 6 would be expected to be safer 
because the slower-moving traffic is expected to use the frontage roads, thereby 
removing their conflict with faster-moving traffic, which would use the 
expressway. 

2. Your suggestions in regards to the air quality, speed fluctuation, and traffic 
stoplights, and the effects each would have on the environment are noted.  

3. Your suggestion for providing the farmland conversion acreage for widening the 
existing State Route 156 in the final environmental document is noted. 

4. Your suggestion for access at Bixby Road for Alternative 2 is noted and has been 
forwarded to the Design team. 

5. Your comments on the 3-in-1 Alternatives are noted. 

6. Thank you for you preferences and support of the San Benito Improvement 
Project. 

Thank you again for your input. 
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Comments Received from Kathy Schipper, page 1 of 2 
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Comments Received from Kathy Schipper, page 2 of 2 
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Response to Ms. Schipper 

Thank you for your interest in the San Benito 156 Improvement Project. All 
comments are greatly appreciated. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix L  Comments and Responses 

322 San Benito Route 156 Improvement Project 

Comments Received from Ted Thoeny, P.E. 

The following letter, comment card, and three maps were included in the 
correspondence from Ted Thoeny, who is the owner of the former San Justo School, 
which is now his residence. Mr. Thoeny also sent numerous copies of correspondence 
to various local, state, and federal agencies about the project, dating between the 
years 2001 to 2007, which are not shown in this document. 

 

Letter, page 1 of 2 
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Comments Received from Ted Thoeny, Letter, page 2 of 2 
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Comment Card Received from Ted Thoeny, P.E. 
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Response to the letter from Mr. Thoeny, P.E. 

Thank you for your interest in the San Benito 156 Improvement Project. Your general 
opposition to the San Benito 156 Improvement Project is noted. It is obvious the 
argument you offer against widening the existing State Route 156 is very thoughtful 
and thorough. However, the east-west corridor proposed in your letter is not part of 
this project and in the meantime, concerns for the segment of State Route 156 
between Hollister and San Juan Bautista cannot be ignored. Caltrans is studying other 
east-west corridor proposals, which are discussed in Section 1.3.3 Comparison of 
Alternatives, Locally Preferred Alternative in this document and mentioned in 
response #5 to Ms. Prader.  

Response to the comment card from Mr. Thoney, P.E. 

It appears you have concerns that the project would: 

• Worsen air quality 
• Adversely affect the City of San Juan Bautista 
• Result in more frequent hazardous waste spills 
• Adversely affect the visual/scenic corridor 
• Result in the loss of prime farmland 
• Become a highway dam 
• Increase noise in the San Juan Valley 
• Degrade water quality 

1. The project is expected to relieve congestion and provide upgraded intersections, 
which reduces idling time and the time spent following another vehicle. Overall 
air quality would benefit from these improvements. San Benito County is 
currently classified as “Attainment/unclassified” for all federal ambient air quality 
standards. The project would not create a new violation or worsen an existing 
violation f the state standards for ambient air quality based on the data available to 
Caltrans.  

2. The project is expected to enhance the tourism for the historical site by enhancing 
travel time, and making the site a preferred destination, while providing a safer 
route for farmers, locals, and interregional traffic.  

3. The project would eliminate the conflict between faster- and slower-moving 
vehicles, provide wider shoulders, and separate on-coming traffic with a median. 
With an improved highway, one would expect fewer accidents to occur.  
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4. Caltrans has attempted to incorporate the local preferences in the landscaping 
proposed. In regards to visual impacts, incorporated several items into the 
mitigation, such as maintaining the mature trees and landscaping that would 
promote a screening effect. The design of the project has been modified to 
minimize the median, while maintaining safety, which reduces farmland 
conversion and attempts to retain the open space of the valley. In addition, within 
the city limits of San Juan Bautista, the project would not require additional right-
of-way and would not be elevated. 

In regards to sound walls and fencing, right-of-way fencing is required for safety 
reasons and Caltrans will try to incorporate fencing that will complement the 
existing view as much as possible. The purpose of the sound wall is to address 
noise impacts to the Mission Farm RV Park and is not associated with the 
redwood trees. The proposed sound wall is to abate noise, and the Project 
Manager and residents of the properties needing abatement determine its 
construction. Caltrans has narrowed the median width between The Alameda and 
Mission Vineyard to avoid having to remove the redwood trees, which are cited 
by the San Juan Bautista General Plan, Community Design Element as a visual 
benefit. 

5. The project cannot avoid farmland. Caltrans’ efforts to reduce farmland include 
using narrower medians and combining off-site and on-site conveyance ditches. 
The farmland acreage needed for the preferred alternative has been reduced to 145 
acres. 

6. The raised profile of the highway is expected to be less than five feet and won’t 
necessarily be throughout the project limits. Between The Alameda and Mission 
Vineyard Road, there are no current plans to raise the profile. During the design 
phase of the project, a detailed hydraulic study will be conducted to determine 
whether more culverts under the highway are needed to convey storm water 
runoff. The project is not expected to result in ponding of any water or promote 
flooding.    

7. Noise is not expected to increase for the receptors along the existing State Route 
156 because traffic would be moved away from them.  

8. Water quality is not expected to degrade as a result of the project because Caltrans 
would incorporate Best Management Practices, which address storm water during 
and after construction of the project. The new collection system refers to 
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constructing a new ditch and not necessarily a new way of storing runoff. 
Disposal of highway drainage would be accomplished by conveyance, 
percolation, and evaporation. Caltrans will treat onsite runoff with biofiltration 
strips. A biofiltration strip is one of the Caltrans Storm Water Management Plan’s 
approved Best Management Practices to treat storm water. The single ditch will 
combine the treated onsite runoff with offsite runoff. The ditch will be shallow (3 
feet) and will have berms (mounds) to slowdown the flow rate and minimize 
infiltration. The ditch will not have the capacity to convey the 100-year flow rate, 
but State Route 156 will be elevated above the 100-year flow elevation, and the 
ditch will have the capacity to convey low flows, such as the 10-year storm, which 
would benefit properties adjacent to State Route 156. Although, there is no current 
plan to combine this project with a major flood management project, the proposed 
ditches could be enlarged and redesigned to accommodate a joint flood 
management project in the future. 

Caltrans hopes we have addressed your concerns adequately and thank you for your 
input. 
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Attachments from Ted Thoeny: Bolsa Bypass Proposal 
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Attachments from Ted Thoeny: Southern Bypass Proposal through farmland, west side of map (page 1 of 2) 

 
Attachments from Ted Thoeny: Southern Bypass Proposal through farmland, east side of map (page 2 of 2) 
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Comments Received from Cara Vonk, page 1 of 6 
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Comments Received from Cara Vonk, page 2 of 6 
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Comments Received from Cara Vonk, page 3 of 6 
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Comments Received from Cara Vonk, page 4 of 6 
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Comments Received from Cara Vonk, page 5 of 6 
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Comments Received from Cara Vonk, page 6 of 6 

 

6 
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Response to Ms. Vonk 

Thank you for your interest in the San Benito 156 Improvement Project. Your letter 
was very thoughtful and your comments are appreciated. Your general opposition to 
the San Benito 156 Improvement Project is noted. Caltrans hopes that the following 
responses address your concerns.  

1. In regards to your comments regarding the draft environmental document 
ignoring the historical character and cultural landscape of the City of San Juan 
Bautista, please refer to response #1 to the City of San Juan Bautista in this 
document. In regards to ignoring the transportation needs of the county and 
region, please refer to responses #2 and #3 to the Council of San Benito County 
Governments in this document. 

2. In regards to Caltrans ignoring the environmental impacts cited in your letter, we 
have modified segments of the final environmental document to address these 
impacts and the cumulative impacts. In regards to farmland, Caltrans narrowed 
the median of the preferred alternative, thereby, reducing the converted farmland 
to approximately 145 acres. Because the design must avoid the former San Justo 
School, approximately 26 acres would be considered “excess land” or land that 
would be acquired for right-of-way, but would not necessarily be used for the 
roadway. In regards to the width of the proposed project, between The Alameda 
and Mission Vineyard, no new right-of-way is required; therefore, the width of 
the roadway remains the same within the city limits of San Juan Bautista. The 
final environmental document has been modified to discuss the right-of-way 
needed. In reference to your concerns about the City of San Juan Bautista, the 
skyline, landscaping, etc., please refer to the responses provided to the City of San 
Juan Bautista in this document.  

3. In regards to the purpose and need for the project, the growth of Hollister is not 
the sole basis for the project, but only one of the considerations when making the 
decision to construct the project.  

4. In regards to the other approaches to address an east-west corridor, the funding 
must be secured for the other projects once they are proposed. Please refer to 
response #5 to Ms. Prader in this document for more discussion on the east-west 
corridor studies. Additional discussion can be found in Section 1.3.3 Comparison 
of Alternatives, Locally Preferred Alternative in this document. Your design 
suggestions for the existing State Route 156 were forwarded to Caltrans 
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Engineering for consideration; however, based on the Traffic Analysis and 
projected traffic numbers, the modifications would minimize congestion 
temporarily; whereas, the Build Alternatives proposed would address the traffic 
concerns for at least 20 years. 

5. Your preference for the No-Build Alternative is noted. However, Caltrans’ 
priority is safety and the growing problem on this segment of State Route 156 
cannot be ignored. 

6. The suggestion to lower the profile of State Route 156 west of The Alameda has 
been forwarded to Caltrans Engineering for consideration for a future project. 

7. All of the environmental studies are completed according to standards and 
procedures established by Caltrans and the many consulting agencies involved 
with environmental clearance according to local, state, and federal statutes. The 
one-mile radius is part of the study methodology for cultural resources. In regards 
to your concern for the other historic properties cited, please refer to response #1 
to the City of San Juan Bautista in this document. 

Thank you again for your input.
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Section 4.0 Public Hearing Comment Cards 

The following seven comments cards were submitted at the public hearing in 
Hollister on September 26, 2007: 
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Response to Comments 

Betty Knatcher 

Thank you for your expressed preference for Alternative 6; however, due to public 
comments received, the alternative has been changed slightly. Please refer to the map 
of the alternative in Chapter 1. The alternative still proposes a four-lane expressway 
with the existing State Route 156 as a northern frontage road, but the intersection 
north of Bixby Road has been eliminated and the alignment will continue a little 
further past Bixby Road than previously shown.  

Kurt Kurasaki 

The San Benito 156 Improvement Project proposes elevating the current profile of the 
highway and providing drainage systems for storm water runoff; however, pre-
construction hydrologic patterns would not be modified by the proposed project. Your 
concerns have been forwarded to the Design Engineer for consideration. 

Donna J. Cousins 

1. Caltrans has noted your opposition to the project. 

2. In regards to alternate route proposals, the final environmental document has been 
edited to include alternate route proposals in Chapter 1, Section 1.3.3 Comparison 
of Alternatives, Locally Preferred Alternative. A System Analysis Study, which 
focuses on State Routes 101, 152, and 156, is being completed to investigate 
potential investments in the roadway system designed to improve east-west travel 
through the region, but in the meantime, the concerns for this segment on State 
Route 156 cannot be ignored. 

Mary Velez 

1. Caltrans has noted your opposition to the project.  

2. In regards to the construction of the project resulting in more traffic, based on the 
planned growth in northern San Benito County, traffic is going to increase with or 
without the project. 

3. In regards to pollution, noise, and sound walls, the project in itself is not expected 
to result in an increase in noise to the City of San Juan Bautista and only one 
sound wall is proposed at the east end of the City of San Juan Bautista. No sound 
walls are proposed in the immediate vicinity of The Alameda. The project is not 
expected to result in additional air pollution because if congestion is reduced, so is 
idling time and traffic emissions. 
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4. In regards to the conversion of farmland, Caltrans has been able to reduce the 
farmland acreage needed for the preferred alternative to 145 acres by narrowing 
the median and combining the on-site and off-site runoff into one drainage ditch . 

5. Caltrans has made a good faith effort in their outreach to the public for this 
project, and has taken many comments into consideration that have resulted in 
design changes and the reduction of farmland conversion.  

Scott Fuller 

Please refer to responses to the San Juan Oaks Golf Club, in this document. 

Rosemary Guidotti 

1. Caltrans has noted your preference for an alternative. 

2. Your preference for moving the road system to the north is noted. 

3. Due to the many statutes involved in the environmental clearance process, the 
process cannot be shortened. 

Jolene Cosio 

1. Caltrans has noted your opposition to the project. 

2. Your suggestions for reduced speeds and signage are a common concern for other 
citizens from San Juan Bautista. These concerns and others have been discussed 
amongst representatives from the Council of San Benito County Governments, 
the City of San Juan Bautista, and Caltrans Traffic Operations. These issues, 
however, are outside the scope of the San Benito 156 Improvement Project; and, 
although some of the suggestions you have expressed appear straightforward, the 
public does not always accept restrictions without opposition.  
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Only one comment card was submitted at the public hearing in Hollister on 
September 26, 2007: 
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Ms. Bushaw’s comment card states: 
Give some thought to perhaps videotaping a complete project presentation. Include 
close-ups of all the information so the CD would give the viewer the same informative 
explanation as if they attended the public hearing. Make the CD available at no cost 
or perhaps a minimal cost to anyone wishing to attend your hearing but are unable 
due to children, scheduling, illness, or any other reasons.  

Response to comments 
Joann Bushaw 

Thank you for your interest in the San Benito 156 Improvement Project. Your 
suggestions will be taken into consideration.
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Section 5.0 Public Hearing Transcripts 

The following transcript is for the public hearing held in San Juan Bautista on 
Tuesday, September 26, 2007. Responses to comments are provided at the end of the 
transcript copy. 
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Response to Transcript Comments (Tuesday, September 26, 2007) 

James Sleznick 
Your concerns expressed appear to focus on noise from accelerating trucks and noise 
from braking trucks in and around The Alameda. In regards to noise from 
accelerating trucks, with a four-lane expressway, trucks won’t have to accelerate to 
merge into a single lane any longer because faster-moving traffic can pass them 
without fear of on-coming traffic. In regards to braking noises, these concerns and 
others have been discussed amongst representatives from the Council of San Benito 
County Governments, the City of San Juan Bautista, and Caltrans Traffic Operations. 
These issues, however, are outside the scope of the San Benito 156 Improvement 
Project. 

Jolene Cosio 
1. In regards to farmland conversion, Caltrans has narrowed the median of the 

preferred alternative and combined the on-site and off-site drainage system, 
thereby, reducing the farmland needed for the project to 145 acres. 

2. In regards to alternate route proposals, the final environmental document has been 
edited to include alternate route proposals in Chapter 1, Section 1.3.3 Comparison 
of Alternatives, Locally Preferred Alternative. A System Analysis Study, which 
focuses on State Routes 101, 152, and 156, is being completed to investigate 
potential investments in the roadway system designed to improve east-west travel 
through the region, but in the meantime, the concerns for this segment on State 
Route 156 cannot be ignored. 

3. Truck speed and the noise related to excessive speed is a common concern 
expressed by others. Please see the responses to Mr. Sleznick above. 

4. Flooding is a concern expressed by others and is discussed in more detail in the 
responses to the San Benito County Water District and the City of San Juan 
Bautista in this document. We are sorry that you feel Caltrans has not been 
listening to the comments expressed. Although, there is no current plan to 
combine this project with a major flood management project, the proposed ditches 
could be enlarged and redesigned to accommodate a joint flood management 
project in the future. In the meantime, the project is not expected to change the 
pre-existing drainage patterns.  
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Gayle Sleznick 

1. The sound wall west of The Alameda is outside the scope of the project as 
explained in responses to the City of San Juan Bautista. However, your comments 
were forwarded to the Caltrans Central Region Environmental Engineering 
Branch for consideration. 

2. Traffic speed is also a common concern and suggestions to reduce speed limits 
were forwarded to Caltrans Traffic Operations for consideration. For additional 
information on this subject, please refer to the response to Mr. Sleznick above. 

3. In regards to raising the profile of the roadway, flooding is a concern expressed 
by others and presents a safety hazard. Caltrans proposes to raise the profile only 
in areas where needed, not throughout the project limits. The raised profile is not 
expected to exceed five feet.  

4. In regards to alternate route proposals, a System Analysis Study, which focuses 
on State Routes 101, 152, and 156, is being completed to investigate potential 
investments in the roadway system designed to improve east-west travel through 
the region, but in the meantime, the concerns for this segment on State Route 156 
cannot be ignored. The final environmental document has been edited to include 
alternate route proposals in Chapter 1, Section 1.3.3 Comparison of Alternatives, 
Locally Preferred Alternative. 

5. In regards to noise abatement for the resources you identify, please refer to the 
draft environmental document, Section 2.2.6 Noise. Abatement was attempted for 
some of these resources, but was either refused by the entity or was unreasonable. 
A sound wall is proposed for the Mission Vineyard RV Park. 

Lou Fiori 
1. In regards to the integrity of the community, Caltrans has made a good faith effort 

to be informed about the needs and wishes of the residents of the City of San Juan 
Bautista. Caltrans recognizes the importance of the City’s tourism industry and 
the City’s need to maintain its historical character. In proposing the San Benito 
156 Improvement Project Caltrans is not only attempting to preserve and protect 
the historic resources of the City and the San Juan Valley but is trying to maintain 
the economic health of northern San Benito County while meeting the needs of 
people traveling locally and regionally along the State Route 156 corridor. 
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2. For discussion on other east-west corridor proposals, Caltrans is investigating 
potential investments in the roadway system designed to improve east-west travel 
through the region, but in the meantime, the concerns for this segment on State 
Route 156 cannot be ignored. Please refer to Chapter 1, Section 1.3.3 Comparison 
of Alternatives, Locally Preferred Alternative of this document, where additional 
information on this subject has been added. 

3. In regards to truck traffic speed and safety at The Alameda, safety is a priority for 
Caltrans and your concern for the safety of the school buses has been noted. The 
San Benito 156 Improvement Project does not include plans to make any changes 
to The Alameda intersection. However, in October 2007, Caltrans met with 
representatives from the City of San Juan Bautista and the Council of San Benito 
County Governments to discuss several concerns, including reducing noise 
generated from trucks using their jake-brakes, eliminating truck parking, changing 
speed limits, and addressing noise complaints in the vicinity of the Washington 
Street Overcrossing, and The Alameda intersection. Although, the issues 
discussed are all outside the scope of the San Benito 156 Improvement Project, 
the discussion also included City’s long-term plan for developing the area south 
of State Route 156 along The Alameda, which may produce an opportunity to 
address these issues.  

4. Your suggestion to meet with the Superintendent of Aromas San Juan School 
District will be taken into consideration. Caltrans has not received any written 
comment from any of the school districts in the area about the project. As stated 
before, safety is a priority for Caltrans. A frontage road would eliminate a conflict 
between commuters, truck traffic, and emergency response vehicles and school 
busses. 
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The following transcript is for the public hearing held in San Juan Bautista on 
Wednesday, September 27, 2007. No comments were made to the court reporter; 
therefore, no responses were made. 
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Section 6.0 Late Comments and Other Materials 

Comments Received from T. Stephen C. Taylor, a General Partner 
of the Timus Taylor Family Limited Partnership, (Ferry-Morse 
Seed Company), Page 1 of 5 
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T. Stephen C. Taylor, Page 2 of 5 
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T. Stephen C. Taylor, Page 3 of 5 
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T. Stephen C. Taylor, Page 4 of 5 
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T. Stephen C. Taylor, Page 5 of 5 
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Response to Mr. Taylor 

1. Caltrans has noted your opposition to the San Benito 156 Improvement Project. 
Whether you support or oppose the project, however, Caltrans does appreciate 
your comments and would like to address your comments and concerns.  

In regards to the environmental impact to the Ferry-Morse Ranch, Caltrans has 
attempted to reduce the amount of farmland conversion, but unfortunately, any 
improvement to State Route 156 would affect farmland. The Project Development 
Team withdrew build alternatives to the north because many families and their 
homes would be dislocated. Given the limited affordable housing in the area, the 
decision appeared beneficial to the overall community to eliminate build 
alternatives that required relocation. In addition, due to the location of other 
eligible historic properties adjacent to State Route 156, a symmetrical 
improvement of the highway was impossible. Section 4(f) of the Department of 
Transportation Act of 1966 (See Section 1.3 Alternatives in the draft 
environmental document) requires highway projects to avoid the use of historic 
properties unless there is no prudent or feasible alternative to using the land. That 
is why the new alignment curves to the south to avoid the former San Justo 
School, an eligible historic property, and that is the basis for the revision of the 
Ferry-Morse Ranch boundaries. 

In regard to Caltrans failure to provide your partnership notice of the public 
hearings, Caltrans’ practice in developing a mailing list of property owners for 
public notice is conducting a good-faith effort in compiling the list from the 
County Property Records, attendance sheets, and former contacts. The County 
records, at that time, did not have your correct mailing address. However, direct 
contact with one of the onsite managers of the farm leasing the Ferry-Morse 
parcels was made before the last public meeting. Because Caltrans welcomes 
comments from property owners, the Environmental Coordinator currently 
assigned to this project was concerned when the mailed notice was returned and 
conducted a diligent search to reach your partnership. Throughout the 
development of this project, additional efforts were made to keep the public aware 
of the project’s progress via public meetings, newspaper ads, and press releases. 
The Project Development Team has worked with the local community for almost 
a decade and combined efforts by Caltrans and the Council of San Benito County 
Governments have been successful in keeping the community aware of the 
project’s progress. 
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In regard to the failure of the State Office of Historic Preservation to notice your 
partnership of the revision to the historic property boundary of the Ferry-Morse 
Ranch, notice to the property owner is not required. The consultation between 
Caltrans and the State Historic Preservation Officer is to determine whether a 
property is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places and what 
effects the proposed project may have on eligible properties. 

2. In regards to farmland impacts, the farmland conversion resulting from the project 
has been determined a significant but an unavoidable environmental effect under 
the California Environmental Quality Act. The Project Development Team made 
efforts to reduce farmland conversion by minimizing the median from 62 feet to 
46 feet, and by combining the drainage facility to convey offsite and onsite 
drainage. The preferred alternative, Alternative 6 as modified, requires a total of 
145 acres of farmland, which includes 34.86 acres from your partnership parcel, 
APN 180-180-006. However, part of that acreage would be purchased from the 
partnership but titled back to the partnership for a private access easement based 
on Caltrans requirement to provide all property parcel owners with access 
easements to their parcels. The 34.86 acres represents 31.1 percent of the 112.20-
acre parcel that houses the complex of historic structures. The preferred 
alternative would require approximately 9.5 percent of the total acreage of the 
affected parcels of the Ferry-Morse Ranch. 

3. In regards to the detrimental impact to historic properties, it is Caltrans procedure 
to follow consultation procedures under Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. The State Historic Preservation Officer concurred with 
Caltrans’ determination that the project would have “No Adverse Effect” on the 
property. According to Caltrans 2008 Finding of Effect submitted to the State 
Historic Preservation Office, the significance of the Ferry-Morse Seed Company 
historic property derives chiefly from the complex of buildings, both individually 
and aggregately, and the associated landscaping. The preferred alternative does 
not entail the physical destruction or alteration of any of the buildings making up 
the historic seed-processing complex (on the 18-acre complex of buildings). 
Although there will be conversion of some of the adjacent land, the land has not 
been identified as a significant feature of the historic property, and bringing the 
highway alignment closer to the seed company complex does not constitute a 
change in character of the historic property use or of physical features within the 
property’s setting that contribute to its historic significance. Although the 
complex of buildings exists in an expansive rural agricultural setting, the fields 
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are not specifically enumerated as character-defining features for the historic 
property because it is the seed-processing aspect of the property, rather than the 
farming operations, that make the property a historically significant resource.  

4. In regard to the public notices, please refer to response number one. Your 
opposition to the project is noted.  

5. In regard to the funding of the project, the project is fully funded in the 2008 State 
Transportation Improvement Program. All support costs and right-of-way capital 
are programmed from the New Programming Interregional Improvement 
Program. Construction capital is funded from a combination of Interregional 
Improvement Program, New Programming Regional Improvement Program, and 
Local (Council of San Benito County Governments) traffic impact fee funding.  

6. In regards to choosing a preferred alternative, Caltrans has chosen Alternative 6, 
as modified, as the preferred alternative, which was concurred with by the 
Council of San Benito County Governments on May 8, 2008, and the San Benito 
County Board of Supervisors on May 6, 2008. 

Caltrans does appreciate your comments and we hope that our response has 
adequately addressed your concerns and comments. We have taken note of your 
opposition to the project and acknowledge your right for litigation. 
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E-mail from Bev and Steve Miller to the Council of San Benito 
County Governments Forwarded to Caltrans for Response 
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Response from the Council of San Benito County Governments 
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Response from Caltrans Project Manager 
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Letter received from Heidi Balz 
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Response to Ms. Balz 
Thank you for your interest in the San Benito 156 Improvement Project. 

1. Caltrans Transportation Studies have determined that congestion is not limited to 
the intersection of State Route 156 and Mitchell and Union roads. By only 
improving that intersection, the rest of this segment of State Route 156 would 
remain congested and the conflict between slow-moving traffic and faster-paced 
vehicles would remain. The two-lane conventional highway limits passing safely 
when traffic is heavy on this segment of the highway. 

2. The segment of State Route 156, known as the Hollister Bypass, is a two-lane 
expressway with limited access, which means driveways are not allowed and 
access is limited to a couple of intersections. The San Benito 156 Improvement 
Project has been known as, “The Gap,” referring to the fact that this segment is   a 
gap between two expressways. The preferred alternative would keep the existing 
State Route 156 as a frontage road with all driveways remaining in place; 
whereas, the four-lane expressway to the south would only have access at Bixby 
Road, Mitchell/Union roads and Mission Vineyard Roads. The frontage road is 
expected to provide a safer route for farm equipment, pedestrians, bicyclists, and 
slower-moving traffic. 

Caltrans has made efforts to keep the scenic vista by minimizing the median, 
proposing complementary landscaping, and minimizing the profile of the new 
alignment. Highway improvements to State Routes 25, 152, and 156 are 
proposed, but would not alleviate the existing congestion on this segment of State 
Route 156. In addition, studies are being completed for other east-west proposals, 
but the cost would be high due to the many bridges and property acquisitions. In 
the meantime, the traffic congestion and unsafe conditions between San Juan 
Bautista and Hollister cannot be ignored. 

Caltrans hopes that the responses provided adequately address your concerns. 
Thank you again for your input. 
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Appendix M U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Biological Opinion 
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List of Technical Studies Bound Separately 

Volume I 

Air, Noise, and Paleontology Technical Reports, March 2007 

Noise Abatement Decision Report, February 2008 

Initial Site Assessment, January 2005 

Location Hydraulic Study, February 2004 

Natural Environment Study, May 2007 

Relocation Impact Memorandum (Draft/Final), May 2004 

Relocation Impact Memorandum (Final), June 2008 

Visual Impact Assessment, June 2007 

Water Quality Assessment Report, April 2003; updated June 2007 

Community Impact Assessment, August 2004 

Volume II 

Historic Property Survey Report, November 2002 

Supplemental May 2007



 

 

 


